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CHAPTER 13 


iS KNOWLEDGE POSSIBLE? 


Dialectical criticism may end in the complete rejection-of 
a view ora theory or lead to another suggestion which, ifthe 


examination has been properly conducted, ought to approach 
nearer the truth. 


The concepts of truth seem to vary in the different systems 
of thought: so we may say that dialectic helps thinkers to 
approach the problem of truth and reality with an open mind, 
with sympathy and due consideration for 4]j Possible views, 
especially when they are concerned with the ultimate reality 
of things. Most of the Indian philosophical systems * are 
‘dealistic in the sense that they do not regard the world as it is 
perceived by the physical eye as real unless it be related after 
deep inquiry to some higher reality (e.g. the Prakrti of the 
Samkhya-Yoga) or the ultimate reality (God or the Absolute 
Principle). Consequently, perception and the other pramanas 
are not wholly trusted as giving full knowledge of things. But 
they are regarded as reliable in the sense that their knowledge 
is not found to be contradicted in empirical experience and they 


help us to co-ordinate our empirical experience with our 


philosophical or metaphysical beliefs. But excepting the extreme 
idealists (Vijianavadins and Kevaladvaitins) and the sceptics 
and the Madhyamikas, the diferent schools: do accept the 
pramunas as giving knowledge which isnever completely sublated, 
even though it may be co-ordinated with or merged in the know: 
ledge of the Highest Reality to present the whole of Reality 
as it is. The sceptics, the Vijnanavadins, the Kevaladvaitins, and 


——— 











* The Lokayata, and to a great extent the Nyaya-Vaigesika may ‘be 
regarded as exceptions. 7 
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the Madhyamikas, on the other band, regard knowledge derived 
from the different sources as valid only in empirical experience 
and deny any ultimate validity to it. Even among these, the 
sceptics and the Madhyamikas and the (later) Kevaladvaitins 
(who believing in the reality of Brahman alone are interested 
in repudiating the reality of everything else—) are very insistent 
on the point that the different pramanas (sources of knowledge) 
can under no circumstances be relied upon as yielding truth, 
because the very concept of pramana and its object is an 
indefinable one. One cannot be sure of any knowledge. 


Dialectic would ordinarily proceed on the assumption that 
true knowledge can be acquired. But some schools of philo- 
sophical thought do not at all admit the possibility cf the valid 
knowledge of things. Thus dialectic examining other cognisables 
turned upon itseN and ransacked its very fundamentals. 


In India about the end of the Upanisadic period (-though 
the sceptical tendency is evident even earlier—) with the upsurge 
of philosophical and critical thought there arose th'nkers 
who were sceptical—though not necessarily so in actual life 
—about virtue and vice (—Ptirana Kassapa and others ) and 
the attainment of knowledge or the possibility of the descrip- 
tion of reality in words (-Safijaya Belatthaputta ). Their own 
works are not extant so we do not have a detailed idea of 
their line of argument or their sceptical views. Nevertheless 
we find some of their views recorded in the Buddhist and the 
Jaina canonical literature and we can say that they were 
thinkers whose parallels may be found in the sophists and the 
cynics and the sceptics of Greece. Buddha did not encourage 
this line of thinking as it was likely to prove morally futile. 
But the method of criticism and refutation continued to be 
adopted by the theorists of Buddhism expecially by the 
Madhyamikas; and later dialectical philosophers developed what 
is known as the pra@sangika method,—the method of examining 
all possible alternative interpretations of the opponent’s proposi- 
tion, showing the absurdity of the respective consequences 
and thus refuting it. 
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Some sceptical thinkers of India deny that they have 
any philosophical doctrine at all and hold that the function 
of philosophical reasoning is critical—solely to destroy false 
philosophies. It is strange that some others who believe in 
reaching truth by intuitive experience (anubhava) or realisation 
(saksatkara) are also critical of empirical knowledge and repudiate 
the validity of its sources A thinker of the first type would say, 
in the words of Collingwood, “Ido not know what the 
right answer to any philosophical question is; but I think 
there is work to be done in showing that the answers usually 
given are wrong. And I can prove that one answer is wrong 
without claiming to know that another is right, for my method 
is to examine the answers given by other people and to show 
that they are self-contradictory. What is self-contradictory is, 
properly speaking. meaningless; what is meaningless cannot 
mean the truth, and therefore by this method I can preserve 
a purely critical attitude towards the philosophy of others, 
without having any philosophy of my own. As to that, I 
neither assert nor deny its possibility: I merely for the present, 
suspend judgment and continue my work of criticism.’ * _ 


This is exactly the position of Jayara§i Bhatta, the author - 
of the Tattvopaplavasimha. 


The second form of scepticism—which may better be called 
Absolutism-—agrees with the first in holding that philosophical 
reasoning cannot establish any positive or constructive position. 
But it holds that we are not on that account necessarily cheated 
of truth, It comes to us directly from intuitive experience or | 
the Supreme Intelligence (prajna). The Madhyamikas and the 
Kevaladvaitins belong to this category. Nagarjuna (second 
century A.D.) and all the other Madhyamika thinkers accepting 
the doctrine of Sinyata (void) repudiated the efficiency of all . 
sources of knowledge and consequently the reality of the 
categories derived from them. Still this scepticism of theirs was 
not a thorough-— —going One. Unlike the Tattvopaplavavadins 


As Essay on Philosophical PAGE OU, P: 138—R, G, Collingwood 
(Clarendon Pregs, Oxford), . se eee ine 














52 - Indiaw Dialectics 
who were extrene sceptics, the Madhyamikas looked to a supra- 
cognitive supreme reality —Sanya or Tathata. They admitted 
the operation of the pram@nas in the empirical field, but 
contended that they were inefficacious ii the attainment of the 
knowledge of the Ultimate Reality, which transcends them and 
can be realised not by discursive thought but by the Pure 
Intelligence (Prajaa) alone. Nagarjuna is the first well known 
exponent of this view, though not its founder. Ineilicacy of 
pramana (source of knowledge) in the establishment of the 
doctrine of Sanyata is the main theme of his V lorahavvavartanti. 
In his Madhyamika-karika, he has shown the hollowness of the 
concepts of causality (pratyaya), going and coming (gatagata), 
sense—organs, aggregates (skandha), elements (dh@iu), passions 
and the persons under their influence (raga—rakta), composite 
entities (samskrta), action and its performer (Karma—karaka), 
... pain (duhkha). .. essential nature (svaphava), bondage and 
emancipation, fruit of action (karma—phala), self (@tman), time 
(kala), causal aggregate (samagri),... Tathagata, error (viparyasa\, 
Noble Truths (aryasatya),... Nirvana and even Sanyata, Among 
the followers of Nagarjuna, Buddhapdalita ( 6th cent.) seeks 
- LOj"Preve that the knowledge of Vijnandadvaita (—idealistic 
monism—) cannot be attained by any logical argument ag all 
logic is futile and inconsistent, whereas Bhavya or Bhavaviveka 
(6th cent.) (ries to establish his idealistic monism by arguments 
of bis own. Candrakirti (8th cent.) finally supports Buddha. 
palita’s Stand as against that of Bhavaviveka, which he regards 
as equivalent to renouncing the Madhyamika position that 
philosophical reasoning cannot positively prove anything, it 
can only destroy false views. , 
| Among the Kevaladvaitins, Sriharsa (1150 A.D.) and 
Citsukha (1220 A.D.) resorted to a line of argument similar 
to that of Nagarjuna.? Like Nagarjuna, Sriharsa also is not 
interested ig 8IVIN& apy rational explanation of our world- 
experience; they a agreed in disregarding the validity of 
Wer ee ie Candrakirti explains that Nagarjuna 
has faith tn the efficacy of the Super-intelligence to grasp the 
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ultimate nature of Reality—Tarhatra, Nagarjuna has not in his 
own works established anv thesis of hisown On the other hand, 
Sriharsa has in his own work established the reality of Brahman 
(Tad evam bheda—prapaiico nirvacantyah, brahmaiva tu parama@- 
rtha—sad advitiyam itt sthitam.—KhKh., p. 82). He does not 
seem to have applied his own dialectic to his own thesis. His 
own description of Brahman also could not have stood the 
fest of his rigorous dialectical examination. Nagarjuna, on the 
other hand, has shown the hollowness of even the concepts 
of Vathagata, Nirvana, Stinyata. Again, while Nagarjuna mainly 
attacks the accepted Buddhist categories and other relevant 
categories connected with them, Sriharsa attacks mainly the 
definitions of the Nyaya school® and comes to the conclusion 
that as the Nyaya cannot define its categories, these are 
intrinsically indefinable and the world—appearance measured 
and scanned in terms of these categories is false.* But though 
his chief polemic is against the Nyaya, since 


his criticisms are 
of a destructive nature, 


they can with modifications be used 
effectively against any other system. Definitions other than 
those refuted bv Sriharsa can be refuted by a judicious 
manipulation of the arguments found in different places in 
Sriharsa’s work or by urging similar or other arguments. 
Thus an intelligent man can repudiate the categories recognised 
and expounded by others.5 Those who criticise with the object 
of establishing positive definitions -would object to certain 
definitions or theories of other schools; but the Madhyamikas 


the Tattvopaplavavadins and Kevaladvaitins like Sriharsa are 
interested in. the refutation of all definitions as Such and so 


their dialectic would be effective against all definitions and 
theories of other schools of philosophical thought Nagarjuna’s 
methods differ from those of Jayarasi and Sriharsa in that 
the concepts which he criticises are mostly just shown by him 


to be intrinsically based on concepts which have no essential 
nature of their own but are understood only in relation to others. 


No concept reveals any intrinsic nature of its own and one 


can understand a concept only through another and that again 
through the former or through‘another, and‘ so on.¢ Jayarasi 
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and Sribarsa employ other arguments also to refute the concepts 
‘by bringing out the absurdities involved. 


We shall now consider how these philosophers have 
repudiated the validity of the recognised sources of knowledge 
(pramana). Nagarjuna’s argument against those who maintain 
the reality of things on the ground that they can be known by 
the pramanas is that if you maintain that a praniafia can 
demonstrate the existence of things and those things are proved 
when there is a pramana, then you must State where such a 
pramana could be found as could demonstrate these pramanas. 
Were the pramanas demonstrated without having recourse to 
another pramana, then the pramanas being themselves undemons- 
trated could not prove the existence of other objects (Vigraha- 
vyavartani, 31) If, on the other hand, the pramanas be said to be 
demonstrated by another pramana and this by still another, there 
would be the fault of anavastha (vicious infinite series) (32). 
And if you say that the pramana does not require to be 
demonstrated then you give up your stand that things are 
demonstrated by pramanas; and you must also account for this 
preferential treatment accorded to pramana as to why it is not 
required to be demonstrated by a pramana when other things 
are required to be thus demonstratéd (33}.7 It is mistaken 
to say that just as fire can illuminate itself and other objects 
so the pramana can at the same time establish itself and other 
things. As a matter of fact, fire doesnot illumine itself for it 
would then have to be previously unperceived in darkness like a 
jar in darkness which is later illumined by fire. That is to 
say, if fire is luminous from the very beginning, 1! is not 
possible to say that fire can. illumine itself. Moreover. if it 
is maintained that fire can illumine itself and other objects, 
then since fire can burn other objects, how is it that it 
does not buin itself? (34-36}. And if fire can illumine itself as 


well as other objects darkness must similarly cover itselfas well 
as other objects (37). 


It may be urged that a pramana is self-proved (svatah- 
siddha); a pram@ta gan be established without relation to 
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other things. Ifa prama@na has some relation with other things 
then it would not be self-proved; a pramana can be self-proved 
only when it does not depend on other things. The answer 
to this is that if the pram@na could be established and could 
prove without any relation with the object to be proved, then 
nobody would use the prama@nas in order to apprehend these 
objects. If the pramanas are said to be established inasmuch 
as they are. related to the things to be known, then the 
pramanas are dependent on something which is already proved 
for if the things are not yet proved they cannot be recipro- 
cally related. If on the other hand, things are already proved, 
there is no necessity of assuming a reciprocal relation between 
them. If the things which are to be apprehended are proved on 
account of their relation with the prama@nas, then the things to 
be apprehended are subsequently proved in relation to the pramana 
and could not be reciprocally related (41—44). If things are estab- 
lished without a pramana then they have no relation with the 
pramana. Why then does one employ a pramana to establish them? 
What. as amatter of fact, could be proved by a pramana ? (45) 
If it is maintained that the validity of the prama@ra is proved 
as having relation to the object to be ascertained, then since 
the thing to be apprehended establishes the prama@na it would 
become the pramana and the pramana would become the thing 
to be apprebended as it is established by the thing to be 
apprehended (46). If they are said to establish each other 
then both remain unestablished. One may suppose that the 
father can give birth to the son or that the son can give birth 
to the father, but in that case who is it that gives birth and 
who is it that is born ? (47-51) 


Thus a pramana cannot establish itself; it is similarly not 
established by another pramana of the same type, nor by a 
different pramana, nor is it established by another thing. It is 
not established without a cause, or by its own objects and by 
the objects of another severally or collectively (52). Therefore 
it is wrong to say that the existence of things is established 
by pramafias of that there are pramanas establishing the things. 
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to be apprehended (53). Thus the pramanas cannot be regarded 
as sources of valid knowledge. 


Nagarjuna’s main line of attack is that no concept, Fi 

whether of knowledge or of the means of knowledge or of 

anything else can be defined intrinsically without depending 

On another and this latter again is not independent of the 
former or another. This dependence shows that there is no 

essential truth in the definitions and consequently in their | 
content, and it is not possible to affirm the validity of empirical 
knowledge and the reality of the things cognised by it 
Jayarasi Bhatta of the Lokayata school is the only | 

outright sceptic among the Indian philosophers Known to us. | 
In his Tattvopaplavasimha, he sets out to repudiate the validity | 
of the pramanas as they are expounded by the different schools. 
In the course of his dialectical refutation of these pramanas 
he refutes the concepts -of j@ti ( class—character, universal ), 
samavaya (inheience), soul and so forth: that is to say, he is 
hot ready to accept the validity of any proposition. He strikes 
at the very root of all thought—the pramanas, and it is then 
easy to arrive at the consequent invalidity of every proposition. 
He shows the incorrectness of the definitions of the pramanas as 
formulated by the different schools and comes to the conclusion 
that all principles being thus upset all propositions are 
charming so long as they are not investigated into.*° 


The criteria of the truth of knowledge as recognised by the 
different schools of philosophy are avyabhicaritva (absence of 
discrepancy), abadhitatva (absence of contradiction), avisamvada 
(absence of incoherence), yatharthya (correspondence) and 
vyavasayatmakatva (certainty or definiteness). Jayarasi repudiates 
these concepts by anticipating all possible interpretations of 
these terms and showing them to be faulty and unacceptable. For 
example, What is meant by knowledge ‘being—uncontradicted’ ? 
Does it mean that contradiction to this knowledge does not 
arise’? And if so, does this contradiction not arise because 
the knowledge cognises the object correctly (ie. there ig 
correspondence between. the knowledge and the object) or 
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because the aggregate of causal factors giving rise to the 
contradicting knowledge ( badhaka-jia@na ) is incomplete? It 
is observed that in the absence of the complete apparatus 
originating the contradicting knowledge, the previous knowledge 
is not contradicted; for instance, no contradiction arises when 
we cognise a mass of rays of the sun (marici-nicaya) at a 
distance as water, whereas this cognition is contradicted when 
the place is a familiar one, when the necessary causes for the ° 
production of the contradicting cognition are present. Again, 
this contradiction may not. arise immediately but may rise 
after a year Or so, or may not arise at allif the factors producing 
the contradicting knowledge are not present in a complete 
ageregate. Can it be said that the cognition is true, simply 
because no contradiction has arisen ? Moreover, does this 
absence of contradiction hold good with reference to all persons 
or with reference to the cogniser 2? We can never know that 
contradiction to this cognition has never arisen jn the case of 
each and every person for then we would be omniscient. And if 
it is said that a cognition is non-discrepant because the 
cogniser does not have a contradicting cognition, that is not 
proper; for even though a contradicting cognition may not 
arise in the case of the knower owing to his going toa 
different place or his death and the like reasons, yet the cognition 
of jewel (where there are Only rays) and of mirage and 
the like are known to be false. Or the false cognition has, on 
account of the nature of its causa] aggregate, arisen in sucha 
fashion as to prevent the contradicting cognition from arising, 
and it is because of this that it is uncontradicted, like a 
cognition recognised to be right. Thus knowledge cannot be 
regarded as true (non-discrepant, avyabhicari) simply because 
it is not contradicted.1+ 

Some reckon truth by the efficiency of knowledge (pravrtti. 
samarthya), that is to say, by its bringing us into relation with 
the successful achievement of its object. Is this efficiency of 
knowledge (pravrtti-samarthya) known or is it not known ? 


I-67 
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If it be not known, how could it be known to exist, 
and if it be known how could you be certain of the truth 
of this knowledge? It is further contended tbat the truth 
of the previously produced cognition of water is ascertained 
by reaching and obtaining water. Is tne water thus obtained 
identical with the water apprehended by the cog.ition, or of 
the same class or of the same family ¢ It cannot be identical 
with the water revealed by cognition for it 1s quite possible 
that this water has ceased to exist owing to the changes 
produced in its parts by the circling of fishes and the splash- 
ing of buffaloes and the like causes. If it 1s said to be water 
of the same class, it happens at times that man may have 
false knowledge of water and yet accidentally reach (real) 
water and then this knowledge should according to this view 
be regarded as true—which is absurd. It may be urged that 
wrong knowledge never takes a person to water connected 
with the same place and time, whereas true knowledge does 
so and it is by reason of this that it is true or non-discrepant 
(avyabhicari). If this be so, then knowledge of an object about 
to perish or knowledge of moon, sun, etc. (which we cannot 
reach) would not be true. Moreover, cognition cannot possibly 
enable us io reach water of the same place, for place too can, 
like water, cease to exist (owing to earth-quake, eruption, 
etc.)."" The water reached also cannot have the same ja@ti (class- 
character) as the water that was revealed in cognition, for 
there 1s nothing like jari.1® If the water reached is said to 
be of the same family or continuum, this is not acceptable as 
the last composite entity is devoid of the generative power; and 
the water-individuals cannot be many (—See the refutation of 
jai, IPS, pp. 4-8). | 


Moreover, does the efficiency of knowledge acquaint 


us with its truth by being its mark (linga) or by being 
its means Of . perception? Jt Gannot be its mark (linga) 
or probans as the relation between the two is not known, 
because 1! the relation were known, truth itself would be 
knows and it would not then be necessary to utilise the mark 
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of Inference. VIZ. 


efficiency.t4 It cannot also be its means 
Of percepiion. 


because there can be no contact with it which 
arose previously and then perished. Knowledge of it is not 
the result of perception, as it js objectless, like the cognition 
OF kesonduka (woolly mass seen by pressing the eye with the 
finger: this Knowledge has as a matter. of fact no object). 
Neither the negation of cognition nor its presence is revealed 
as itself is not there. How can a non-existent thing be said. 
to be an object? Due to its impressing its shape, or being 
endowed with the large (hence perceptible) size (mahattva) and 
the lice characters, of mere presence, or being produced 
simult :neously (with cognition) ? When al] these have been: 
refuted, how could it be an object ? And if it be still regarded 
as an object, then the cause of illusion would have to be 
investigated in the case of the cognitions of the kegonduka, 
etc, (for they also could be said tO have an object and so 
could not be regarded as illusory by reason of their being 
object’ess’ If it were false by virtue of Its mere existence, 
then everything would come to be false and there would be 
‘the upsetting of all principles’ (tattvopaplava) 15 





If it 1s said that truth (avyabhicaritva, non-discrepancy) is 
cognised differently, that cognition produced by the contact 
of soul and mind is revealed as qualified by avyabhicarita, 
—-that 1s not proper. Is this avyabhicaritva its attribute or its 
very nature ? If it is its attribute, is it eternal or non-eternal ?— 
If it be eterval it should be looked upOn as repudiated on 
account of the same faults as are Present in the case of jati 
(—being eterna! it would either give rise to cognition always 
or never-IPS, p 6). If it be non-eternal, is it produced before 
it or simultaneously with it or after it 2 If it be produced prior 
to it (cogni'on), whose attribute could it be ? An attribute 
cannot exist without a substratum. If it is said to be produced 
simultaneously with it, then the relation between the two as 
signified by the genitive case in ‘the avyabhicarita of it’ remains 
to be specified, as it cannot be identity (—because the two 
are different—), causality (—because the two are simultaneous -) 
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or samavaya (which has been repudiated-TPS, pp. 7-8). If it is 

said that it is produced subsequently, then it follows that the 

knowledge was previously vyabhic@ri (discrepant, false). ihere 

is no personal attribute of the form of avyabhicaritva as distinct 

from pleasure etc. since on account of the impossibility of its 

apprehension it is not recognised as such even by the other party 

(—Naiyayika in thiscase.. If attributes like non-discrepancy 
(avyabhicara), etc. are recognised as distinct entities, and cog: 
nition determined by them is stated to be the ascertaining 
factor of the causal apparatus, that is not prop-T, since 
each of them will not remain up to the time of the 
apprehension of the cognition as determined by a number 
of attributes, and in the absence of (the simultaneous existence 
of) that which is to be made known (viz. apparatus) and that 
which makes known (viz. avyabhicara, etc.), cognition will be 
associated with the agent alone (TPS, pp. 9-10). That is to 
Say, there will be the agent alone with certain stray pieces of 
knowledge, but not the relation of jaapya (that which 1s 
known) and jmapaka (that which makes known). 


If avyabhicG@ritva is regarded as the very nature of know- 
ledge, then is it so by virtue of its own existence or by virtue 


of the existence of another thing ? If it be said to be 


avyabhicari merely by virtue of its existence, then all cognitions 
including that of kegonduka should be avyabhicari (non- 
discrepant). But knowledge is not said to be vyabhicari or 
avyabhicari by virtue of its mere existence. If cognition is 
said to be avyabhicari by virtue of the existence of another 
thing, is this other thing helping (conducive to non-discrepant 
Knowledge, upaka@raka) or non-helping ? If it be non-helping, 
then the cognitions of keSonduka and two moons should be 
avyabhicari. If the other thing is said to be a helping one, is it. 


one that is knowr or unknown 2 If it be said to be one that: 


iS known, then . past and future inferential cognitions, yogic; 
Perceplions and cognition generated by injunctory statements: 
(codanavacana) could not be avyabhicari as there is absence: 


in their case of the helping factor that is known, and if there. 
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be presence of it there would be the extinction of. the process 
of sacrificing (because then it would not be guided by Sruti 
and italone). If it be not known then the cognition of kesonduka 


and two moons .hould be correct. So this assumption is not 
acceptable (TPS, p. 10). 


Moreover, is the cognition which acquaints us with the 
apparatus known to be avyabhicar# or not so known 2 If it 
is known as such, is this cogritiom of the nature of self. 
apprehension or is it known by another cognition 2 It cannot be 
of the form of self-apprehension because the Naiyayika himself 
does not recognise self-apprehension of knowledge and tf he 
were to admit this he would be contradicting his own doctrine 
(-the nigrahasthana called apasiddhanta). If it be said to be 
known as avyabhicari by another cognition, then the reason 
for the difference between the two cognitions must be inquired 
into. Cognition is distinguished from non-cognition by virtue 
of its nature of cognition, but how could it be distinguished 
from another cognition ? By its nature of cognition or by another 
character ? If it be distinguished by virtue of the nature of 
cognition, then the other would cease to be of the nature of 
cognition, like water, etc. If it be said to be distinguished by 
virtue of another character, then it would be devoid of the 
character of cognition, because the two characters could not 
be identical, and if they be identical, there should be 
one thing—cognition or non-cognition. If it be cognition, it 
could not be said to be distinguished due to another character 
but only due to its nature of cognition, and the other would 
come to be of the nature of non-cognition. If it be non-cognition 
then what the Tattvopaplavavadin desired is proved. If jza@natva 
(class-character of cognition) is said to be the distinguishing 
factor, by what does it distiguish, and so on as stated before: 
the line of argument stated above should be pursued. It cannot 
also possibly be cognised by another cognition. If it is said to 
be not known, how do you know that it exists ? Following this 
line of argument one has to accept the futility of the division 
of knowledge as true and false (TPS, p. 11). 
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Jayarasi now takes up the belief that true knowledge reveals 

that thing which is actually present and is in contact with the 

-sense-organ, whereas false knowledge reveals a different thing. 

| ‘Avyabhicari? may be taken to mean that the knowledge 

is of a thing with which the sense is actually in contact, 

in the case of vyabhicari (wrong or discrepant) kncwledge, on 

the other hand, the support or base (@lambana) (—the object 

before the sense) is different from the thing revealed in -know- 
ledge (anyad @lambanam anyac ca pratibhati--TPS, p. 12). We 
ask, what is signified by @lamhana? Does it signify that it 
is the producer of cognition, or that it impresses its shape, 
cr that it is the substrate of cognition or that it is revealed 

by cognition? If G@lambana signifies teing the producer of 
knowledge, then the eyes and light should be Glambanas. 
Alambana cannot properly signify being the impressor of 
shape, since this is not acceptable to the Naiyayikas. Cognition 
Cannot reasonably have the shape of the object (-as is shown 
later by Jayarasi). Alambana cannot signify that it i; the sub- 
strate of cognition since cognition does not arise aS associated 
with the circle of rays, but arises as inherent in the soul. 
Lastly, if @lambana signifies that it is revealed by cognition, 
this is not proper as it is water that is revealed in the cognition 
of water and not rays. If the rays themselves are known in the 
shape of water, is the shape of water differeat -from the rays 
or non-different ? If it is non—different, is it real or unreal ¢ 
if real how could its cognition be false ? {f it be unreal. then 
ihe rays also would come to be unreal. There being identity 
with unreal water, the coguition of water is false. What is 
eee by this ? [t amounts to this that the cognition of rays 
is false. And when the one shape of water is known, who tells 
the fool of a Naiyayika that tie rays are revealed ? If the shape 
of water Is said to be different from the rays, then it should 
not be said that rays are cognised in the shape of water. We 
ask: What Is revealed in the cognition of keSonduka, and 
what is its @amb na: The very same kefonduka serves as 
the @ambana and is also cognised: similarly water alone car, 
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be the Glambana and also be Known, and it is not necessary 
to postulate another Glamhana, And cognition of water is false 
not because it has another @Glambdanq than what is cognised, 
but because it (water) as a matter of fact, does not exist; 
otherwise the Cognition of keSonduka Will not be false because 
it does not have a different Glambana. 


It is contended that since the cognition takes the cogniset 
to the place of the rays, the rays are the @lambana. The answer 
fo this is that in this way the place also would reasonably be 
an @lambana. And the Cognition of water could not have 
been produced by contact with a thing different from the 
water that is revealed, as this IS not seen in the case of the 
eognition of rea] Water; otherwise even the inferential cognition 
of the water could be said to be Produced by the contact of 
a aig and object, as it js Produced by the contact of 
the aie and the mind. If it be urged that the mind has no 
relation with the fire that iS Cognised, then here also the eye 
has no relation with the water that is cognised.1¢ 

It Is urged that false Knowledge has a non-existent object 
whereas true knowledge has an existent object. Jayarasi now 
shows the futility of this distinction. If the false cognition of 
water Is said to have Non-existent water as its object, what 
is meant by its being an object ¢ What is said above holds 
good here also, If water is revealed in it, how does it not 
exist ? Yes, it may he argued, it is revealed but wrongly. What 
is meant by wrongtiess (atathyota) —absence of what is appre- 
hended, or the absence that is apprehended ? If it means absence 
of what 1s apprehended, is this (rue only then or at another 
time ? Ifonly then, is it known o¢ not known ? If known, by 
what is it known—by the cognition of water or by another 
cognition * It (absence of water) cannot be known by the 
cognition of water, as this latter has water as its object. Or 
if it have that (absence) as its object the realisation that cogni- 
tion of water is illusory would not be possible because the 
object, viz. ‘absence’ is an existent one. And _ the negation 
of water cannot be revealed in cognition apprehending water 
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for then anything could be revealed in any cognition, which 
js absurd: it involves atiprasanga (absurd over-extension). If 
it is said to be revealed by another cognition, that is nol 
proper, because two cognitions cannot be simultaneous. And 
if absence or negaiion be established by the cognition of 
negation and existence by the cognition of existence, then the 
existence and the non-existence of water would be co-existent. 
It would be arbitrary to say that the cognition of existence 
does not establish existence, whereas the cognition of neyation 
does establish negation. And if the cognition of existence 
were not to establish existence, people would be suspicious 
about all things, and in the event of that contingency there 
would be no limit to tiegation and consequently there would 
be tattvopaplava (upsetting of all principles ). On the other 
hand, if it is not known how do you know that it exists? 
And if there is the absence of what is known at another time, 
then nothing is contradicted, for it is quite possible that even 
real water is absent at another time. 


If wrongness (atathyata@), means the negation or absence 
that is apprehended, how could knowledge having that as 
its objects be possibly false, as only negation which is 
cognised is tenable? Moreover, positing absence when a 
positive character is cognised is not proper, as It involves 
ati-prasafiga (absurd over-extension); otherwise, one could posit 
taste, etc. when colour, etc. are apprehended. But this is not 
what is done. Similarly here also water is apprehended. It may 
be urged that it is apprehended but it is unreal. The answer 
to this is that in that case this is but a description of water 
just as ‘long (patch of) water’, ‘sweet water’ and the like are. 
It may be argued that in the case of the latter descriptions, 
water is apprehended, and so water is posited in them. The 
answer to this is that if this be so, then even here in both 
the cases water is cognised—real water and unreal water. In the 
cognition of real water it is real water that is revealed and 
not unreal water or non-water. Similarly, in the cognition of 
unreal water, it is unreal water that is revealed and not re a} 
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water or non-water, because apprehensions consist in the 
determination of their own objects (TPS, pp. 12-14). 


A cognition is said to be wrong when it is contradicted by 
another cognition. Jayarasi asks what itis that is contradicted 
—the object (artha), cognition or both—, and by what it is 
contradicted.1” If it is said that the thing is contradicted, by 
what is it contradicted ? Does it contradict itself or is it 
contradicted by another thing or by knowledge ? If it contradicts 
itself, is the contradiction caused or originated by it or made 
known ? If it is caused, is it different or non-different ? If it 
is non-different then ‘contradiction is caused? means ‘its own 
self is originated by it’—which is not consistent, as a_ thing 
cannot operate on itself (operation on itself involves contradic- 
tion-vyaghata). If it is caused as distinct (from the thing ) 
even then what is existent becomes the agent, but what is 
apprehended is not repudiated. If the contradiction is said to 
be made known (by the thing) is it non-different or different ? 
If it is non-different, then ‘ contradiction is made known by 
it’ is equivalent to ‘water is made known’. If it is different, 
then whatis existent is proved to be the jnapaka, what makes 
known, and the existence of what jis apprehended is proved. 


If the thing is said to be contradicted by another, then 
it follows that both are real; only two existent things, like two 
kings, can stand in the relation of badhya (contradicted, what 
is set aside) and badhaka (contradicting, that which sets aside); 
one and the same thing cannot be both the badhya and the 
hadhaka. Moreover, is the contradiction by it of what is 
apprehended, caused by it or made known? If it is caused, 
is it (contradiction) non-different or different (from the 
contradicted ). If it be non-different, then ‘non-different con- 
tradiction 1S caused’ would mean ‘water is caused’; and if it 
(water) be caused or originated, its cognition would not be 
false. If contradiction which is different (from the contradicted) 
be said to be originated, even then there must be water as 
it (contradiction) is cognised as related to water, If Devadatta 

1-68 
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were not to exist, one could not speak of his eye; similarly 
a thing must exist in order that contradiction should be 
telated:to it. If contradiction is sa‘'d to be made known, 
is it non-different or different (from water)? If it which is 
non-different is made known, then whatis meant by ‘contra- 
diction is made known’ is ‘water is made known’. If being 
different it is made known, even then when we say, ‘Lhis is 


the contradiction of water’, it is revealed as dependent on 
another (i.e. on water ), and so there cannot be the absolute 
negation of it (i.e. water). Therefore, contradiction by another 


thing also is not possible. 
if it is said to be contradicted by knowledge, is it 
contradicted by knowledge having that as its object or 
another thing as its object, or by knowledge that 1s 
objectless 2 If the contradicting knowledge has that ( the 
thing contradicted ) as its object, then it affirms its 
nature, does not falsify it, because it is of the form of the 
determination of that character. If the contradicting cognition 
has another thing as its object, that also is not proper; a 
cognition pertaining to an object can affirm the existence of 
Only that, but it cannot afirm or deny anything else, since 
cognitions are restricted to their own object. If it is said 
to be contradicted by an objectless cognition, the answer is that 
this latter does not affirm or deny anything, even because it 
Is objectless (TPS, pp. 14-16).7® 
| Ne ‘If cognition is said to be contradicted, what is its 
contradiction ? Does it have the form of the exclusion of 
Svaripa (nature), or denial of svaripa, or of depriving 
it of its object ? If it has the form of exclusion of its nature, 
_ then everything would be contradicted, because one cogni- 
tion would be turned off (or destroyed) by another. If it is 
_of the form of denial of its own nature, that is not proper, 
because even the cognition of false water is experienced. It 
is also not true to say that it is of the form of depriving it 
of its object. It has been shown above that a. knowledge 
cannot be deprived of its object (—even cognition of unreal 
water has its object). Thus contradiction cannot be explained. 
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It may be asked that if the object is not contradicted, 
how it is that it has not got efficiency (does not bring about 
artha-kriya or successful action) 2 What is_ this arthakriya 
which it does not bring about for people 2? Is it of the form 
of consciousness, or of activity, or of attainment, or of the 
production and enjoyment of pleasure and pain 2? If it is said 
that the object does not bring about arthakriya of the form 
of consciousness, that is not true because water does bring 
about the arthakriya of the form of consciousness (i.e. does 
give rise to the cognition of water). It is also not true to say 
that it does not bring about artha-kriya of the form of activity, 
since activity is dependent on the will of man, and does not 
follow the being or non-being of the nature of a thing. A man 
may or may not act according to his desire, but this alone 
does not prove its absence. If it is said to be non-existent 
because it does not bring about arthakriya of the form of 
attainment, that is not a proper criterion, because, moon, sun, 
planets, etc, can exist even though they cannot be reached. If 
it is said not to bring about arthakriya of the form of 
pleasure or pain, we ask, ‘ Does this mean that it does not 
bring about pleasure originating from perception or from 
contact with body ? It does bring about pleasure resulting 
from perception. If it is said that it does not give rise to 
pleasure arising out of physical contact, then this would not 
hold good in the case of moon, sun, etc., which do pot give 
rise to pleasure arising out of physical contact and yet' are 
(regarded as) real or existent And things cannot be regarded 
as non-existent simply because they do not give rise to 
artha-kriya (successful action) because the origination of all 
knowledge as such occurs only from its respective causal agegre- 
gate, and it may not bring about arthakriya in the absence 
of accessory factors. Moreover, when it is stated that it does 
not bring about arthakriya, is this stated with reference to 
one knower or to all knowers? If it is said to be unreal 
because it does not give rise to arthakriya in the case of one 
knower, then this would not hold good in the case of moon, 
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sun, planets, etc., and in the case of an object about to 
perish. If it is said to be unreal since it does not give rise to 
arthakriya with reference to all knowers, in that case there 
would be the contingency of the non-existence of all things. 
All things do not bring about the desired ends of all men, 
and a man witha limited vision cannot know that a thing 
does not bring about arthakriya in the case of all men. Thus 
avyabhicaritva cannot be defined and so it is not proper to 
regard avyabhicaritva, absence of discrepancy, as a criterion of 
the validity of knowledge (TPS, pp. 16-17). 
Vyavasayatmakatva (certainty or definiteness) is another 
accepted criterion of validity. Butno knowledge can be excluded 
by this. It may be urged that doubtful cognition (sandeha—jitana) 
arises when in the case of an object like a trunk or a pillar, 
owing to the contact of sense—organ and object there is the 
perception of merely the common, and not of the specific, 
features of the object, and this doubtful cognition is not 
regarded as valid because it js not definite. We ask : Is anything 
revealed in this doubtfy] cognition or not? And if something 
js revealed, is it a Substance or an attribute ? If a substance 
is said to be revealed js Itreal or not ? If it is real, cogni- 
tion having that as Its Object must be regarded as_ valid. 
If it 1S unreal, then the condition of avyabhicaritva is 
sufficient to exclude jts cognition and if is not necessary to 
regard definiteness as ay additional condition. If an attribute 
js said to be revealed in doubtful cognition, is it ‘pillarness’ 
(class character Of pillar) or ‘manness’ or both. If it be ‘pillarness? 
or ‘manness’ that is revealed, is it real or unreal ? If it be real, 
its cognition could hot be of the nature of doubt, because 
being the cognition of a rea] entity it is like the apprehension 
of real water, If it IS unreal, then as said above, it is enough to 
say that valid knowledge is that knowled ge whichis avyabhicarin 
pon—discrepant); it is not necessary to say in addition that it 
jg ‘certain . It. both | (pillarness and manness) are said to be 
revealed, are both. real or both unreal, or is one real and the 


other unreal ? If both be real, then their cognition should 
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be true only. and not of the nature of doubt; and if both be 
unreal, then their cognition should be of the nature of error and 


not doubt. If one be real and the other unreal, then one and 
the same knowledge should be both ay 


vabhicarin (non-discrepan t, 
true) and vyabhicarin (discrepant, false) inasmuch as it cognises 


a real and an unreal entity. This also explains the cognition of 
two moons; there the shape of substance is revealed and not 
that of attribute. 

It may be urged that doubtful cognition is that which 
reveals the shape of a doubtful Object. We ask: Does this 
doubtful object exist or not? If it exists, its cognition cannot 
be of the nature of doubt, because like the apprehension of 
real water it would be of the form of an apprehension of an 
uncontradicted object. If it does not exist, then the criterion 
of avyabhicaritva is sufficient to exclude such cognitions and 
valid knowledge need not be further defined as ‘certain’. If 
it be urged that nothing is revealed in doubtful cognition, 
then it could not be the result of contact of sense—organ and 
object, like the cognition of ilusory water. Thus valid know- 
ledge cannot be defined as certain or definite knowledge 
(TPS, pp. 19-20), , 

Similarly, valid knowledge cannot be defined as knowledge 
which is non-incoherent (i.e. coherent) (avisamvadi jnanam— 
Pramana Varttika 2.1). What is meant by non-incoherence 
(avisamvada) ? Does it signify ‘being the cognition of a thing 
as it 1s’, or ‘being free from contradiction’, or ‘being produced 
by the thing that is cognised’, or ‘being the stimulator 
in respect of the thing that is cognised’, or ‘being that 
which takes us to the thing’ 2°23. Jf jt Signifies ‘being the co gni- 
tion of a thing as ‘it is’, this Wilt not hold good in the case of 
inferential cognition (which ‘as amatter of fact cognises only 
the generality of a thing, and jot its particular features). Nor 
can ‘being free from contradiction’ apply to inferential cogni- 
tion. If it is said to mean ‘being produced by the thing that is 
cognised’, this also cannot be proper in the case of inferential 
cognition, because’ the samanya (cognised by it) cannot 














S40 Indian Wialectics 


be regarded as producing (cognition) (as it is unreal) Similarly, 
‘the sensations of love, etc. could not be produced. by the 
thing that is revealed, because they are devoid of the efficiency 
to produce themselves. And yogic perception also is not 
produced by the thing that is cognised, as past and future 
objects (cognised by it) could not possibly be producers, for 
Otherwise they could not be past and future respectively. If 
non—incoherence be taken to mean ‘being the stimulator in 
respect of the object that is known’ this 1s found to be true 
of erroneous cognition also as it also stjmulates activity in 
respect of its object. A man who has a wrong cognition of water 
is induced to actand yet his cognition is not non-incoherent. 
And it is quite possible that a person may for some reason 
not act even though he has knowledge of real water, but 
according to this definition tbis knowledge also should be 
incoherent—which is absurd. 

If non-incoherence were to mean ‘ being that which t 
us to the object’, would this mean ‘being that which takes 
us to just any object, or to the object that is revealed in 
knowledge, or to a thing e.g. water, of the same genus, OF 
to the object that has produced it (coherent knowledge) ? Or 
does non-incoherence signify the unfailing or invariable 
existence of the causal factors that gave rise to it??? If it 
means ‘taking us to just anything’, then the cognition of 
kesonduka (woolly mass seen by pressing the eyes with the 
fingers) or of two’ moons also should have to be regarded 
as non-incoherent. If it be said to mean ‘taking us to the 
object that is revealed’, then inferential cognition could never 
be said be non-incoherent, as:it does not take us to the 
object that is revealed What is revealed in inferential cognition 
is the shape of the s@manya (universal) and it being unreal 
(in the Buddhist view) could never be reached. Similarly, yogic 
perception produced in respect of past or future objects can- 
not take us to the objects revealed (and so should be incoherent 
according to this definition). And even though there is the 
apprehension of love, etc. it does not’ take the apprehender 


akes 
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to love, etc. that are revealed. As a matter of fact, even in 
perceptual cognition, the object that is revealed is not reached 
Or attained, for being momentary it perishes immediately. 
Non-incoherence cannot also mean ‘being that which takes 
us to a thing, e.g. water, of the same genus (ja@ti) as the 
thing that is revealed in the cognition’, because there is no 
such thing as the water-universal. Further, if non-incoherence 
signifies ‘taking the knower to the thing that produced the 
cognition’, that is not Proper, because eyes, light, attention 
(active consciousciousness ) which Produce knowledge perish 
immediately and so cannot be reached. It may finally be urged 
that non-incoherence Signifies the invariable existence of the 
causes that produced it (coherent Knowledge) as in their absence 
there could be no non-incoherence. If this be so, even the 
cognition of kegonduka should be non-incoherent in view of 
the certain existence of its Causes, because otherwise it would 
be accidental. This definition of pramana (valid knowledge) as 
non-incoherent or coherent ( avisamvadi ) knowledge not being 
established, the statement (of the Buddhists) that one who 
acts after cognising an Object by means of these two sources 
of knowledge (viz. Perception and inference) is never found 
to. fail in respect of successful action—is childish and silly 
(TPS, pp. 28-29),35 | 

The Buddhists, the Mimarsakas and others hold as a 
further condition or qualification of valid knowledge that 
it should. be knowledee of a thing not cognised before 
( anadhigatarthagantr ). Jayarasi’s contention is that this is 
pointless in the case of the Buddhists who recognise unique 
particulars alone. No two cognitions of two different times— 
prior and posterior—have one and the same object, they cannot 
have one unique particular object or one and the same 
universal ( s@manya) as their common object. The unique 
particular which has one unitary ( non-different ) nature has 
not the potency to give rise to a number of cognitions one 
after another. (And sa@manya being non-existent cannot give 
rise to any cognition).?4 Ny 
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It may be urged that the qualification ‘making known a 
thing not already known’ is inserted in the definition of valid 
knowledge to exclude a number of cognitions produced 
Simultaneously by one object. This is not proper, as in that 
case the cognitions a number of men have in respect of one 
(lit. produced by one) object would come to be invalid. It 
cannot also be meant to exclude a number of cognitions 
having one samanya (universal) as its object, because samanya 
itself being an unreality, there can be neither one cognition 
nor a number of cognitions in respect of it. Moreover, SUPPOSI0E 
there are two cognitions in respect of one object, 1s one lack- 
ing in validity or is it not-another-valid-cognition ! If one 
of them is said to be invalid that is not proper, because 
inasmuch as they are alike of the form of the apprebension 
Of one and the same object, both cognitions must be valid or 
both invalid as there is not the possibility of the alternative 
(that one is valid and the other invalid); if this last alter- 
native be possible, then there would be the contingency of 
difference in the cognitions of a number of men pertaining 
to one object (—some men would have valid cognition and 
Others invalid), especially when these cognitions are meant to 
sublate a previous cognition.?® If it be said that it is not-another- 
valid-cognition, that also is not proper. Is numerical difference 
(vyakti-nanatva) of the many pieces of knowledge (perceptual 
and the like) produced by one object not possible, or 1s their 
qualitative difference (@k@ra-nanatva) not possible ¢ If it be 
said that their numerical difference is not possible that is not 
true; because numerical difference is found in the case of | 
the many cognitions of blue produced: by. one blue. It 1s also 
Dot true to say that qualitative difference is not possible 
since cognitions of blue are found to be qualitatively different. 
And there is not a plethora of blues producing it, because 
the Buddhists themselves do not.accept them as ‘uni-natured’ 
(—according to them, many things cannot have one nature). 
It may be urged that cognitions having: one object cannot be 
termed perception (pratyaksa) or inference (anumana). But 
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this isnot true, since a different nomenclature is quite possible*~’ 
on account of their being effects of different causes. For 
instance, the many cognitions that many—Devadatta and the 
like—have as produced by‘ one blue object have a different: 
nomenclature such as Devadatta’s knowledge and: the “like* 
(Yajhadatta’s knowledge, etc.) because of their being theeffécts” 7 
of different causes due to their being acquired by ‘different. 
- agents. So here also (TPS, pp. 27-28). opie Opa 
The Mimamsakas also cannot reasonably define vaild know>: 
ledge as knowledge of a thing not’ known before, Theré is no 
criterion to determine that of cognitions of one objéct prodticed=> 
by different causal factors, the cognition produced first’ is ‘valid. - 
and the succeeding ones are non-valid, even when they aré.alli: 
alike ‘cognition of the object as it is’. And if ‘it be stilluset: 
accepted then in the same way, the first cognition ‘should: be.’ 
non-valid as it has this in common with the others that<t)’ 
cognises an object that is cognised (by other cognitions). -Asthe: 
character of being the cognition of one blue-~ object:- does: not’ 
differ in the case of the many cognitions of thé’ blue’ object *., 
produced simultaneously and manifesting one unique particular = 
(svalaksanavabhasi), so the cognitions produced earlier and:later.,. 
also cannot but be cognitions of a thing that is cognised.2¢.. . 


It may be urged that the earlier and the later cognitions’ 
have. their own specific objects inasmuch as the cognition® pro. 
duced first 1s accepted as receiving the shape of an object’ that?« 
is not cognised, whereas the succeeding one arises as having 
for its object the shape of a thing that is cognised. But” 
this is self-contradictory. If the latter has for its object a thing” 
that 1s cognised, how could it be said to have its own specific’ 
object, and if it has a specific object, how could it be ‘the’. 
cognition of a thing that is cognised ? Having its own specific: 
object and being the cognition of a cognised object are Opposed ~ 
to each other. And if they have specific objects, ‘both would: . 
be valid as both would cognise an uncognised thing.. On the © 
other hand if they. have one object, both would ‘be: valid: - 
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Or both non-valid as they have this in common that they cognise 
What js COgnised. The Mimamsakas thus cannot escape the 
‘8adupravesa'ksitarakavinirgama-nyaya , casting off the whole 
“Y€ when a mote has fallea in it instead of removing it. They 
would have to regard all knowledge as non-valid if they 
-define valiq knowledge as knowledge of a thing that 1s 
not cognised., 


| It may be urged that if a cognition 1s regarded as valid 
€ven when it has a copnised thing as its object, memory (smrtt) 
also would be a pramana or the result of a pramana, This 
contingency Cannot be avoided. Does the memory arising here 
ney for its object the shape of the thing made known by 
the initial apprehension, or has it another object or is it object. 
less ? If it has for its object the shape of a thing made known 
BY an apprehension previously arisen, then it cannot but be 
the fruit of 4 Ppramana on account of its being, as said before, 
alike the cognition of a copnised thing. And the Mimarmsakas 
would then have to accept a seventh pramana called Memory 
(smrti), (It may be noted that violation of a specific postulation 
of number is regarded as a looseness in dialectical criticism as 
It shows that the system is not well defined). If it is said to 
74, as Its object a thing not cognised by a previous cognition, 
ItCannot but be the result of pramafa. And _ like the initial 
Cognition it could not be of the nature of memory, since 
memory has for its object a thing seen or heard of before, 
and not a thing not cognised. If it is regarded as objectless 
then memory should not be regarded as not-valid on account 
of its cognising a cognised thing, but on acccount of its being 
objectless, as the cognition of kegonduka is non-valid due to its 
being objectless. Moreover, if it be objectless, how could it 
be said to cognise a cognised thing ?On the other hand if it is 
regarded as cognising a cognised thing, it cannot be said to 
be objectless. And memory is certainly not objectless. Such 
memories as ‘I served my parents’, ‘I had five servants’ 
comprehend the shape of the object made known by previous 
experience, as memory-cognition reveals the shape of an object 
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made known by previous experience. It may be argucd that the 
thing which was cognised by the previous cognition has ceased 
to exist at the time of memory—cognition, so that cannot 
te its object. But in that case, memory would be not-valid on 
account of its being objectless and not, as said before, on 
account of cognising what is cognised. 


And if a pramana which has for its object a cognised 
thing be thus rendered apramana, then inferential] cognition 
also would come to be not-valid. To wit, does a person 
know by inference that very fire-universal which was known 
as invariably present where the linga (probans) existed at the 
time of cognising the relation of invariable concomitance by 
perception, or does he know the nature (svariipa) of fire, 
or the relation of possession (1.e. possession by the substratum 
of smoke of fire,—‘Mountain has fire’) or the presence of fire 
simultaneous with the operation of the linga, or the subordina- 
tion to the linga of fire-universal, or the dependence of fire— 
universal on fire-particular ? If inference is regarded as having 
for its object the universal previously cognised then it can — 
never attain validity (—the status of a Pramana), as like 
memory it cognises a cognised thing. And if it be not-valid, it 
would not be possible to determine the possession of fire, and 
in the event of this impossibility, the fire—-individual could 
not be proved by arthapatti ( presumption or implication ) 
(viz, there must be fire-individual, because fire-universal eould 
not remain without fire-individual ). And this would mean 
the end of all popular expressions ‘like ‘ There is fire there’, 
‘Bring fire’, And if in order to avoid this, inference be 
accepted as valid in respect of a cognised thing, then the 
qualification ‘cognising a non-cognised thing’ would become 
meaningless for the Mimarnsakas (i.e. in the definition of 
pramana as given by the Mimarmsakas ) If you infer the 
svarapa of fire, we ask: Was it formerly known as invariably 
existing where smoke is present, or was it not so known ? 
If it was formerly known as such, inference comes to have 
a cognised thing as its object. If it was not so known, then 
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~ 4t comes’ to this that fire not invariably accompanying smoke 1s 
known from inference and if this be accepted then this inference 
», could_ have as its object grass, water, etc. (which also are not 
invariably found with smoke). This is true of the cognition 
__ of possession (of fire) by inference, in which case also it can 
be asked whether this possession was formerly known or not, 
and the matter can be pursued as above 


oct If the existence of the fire-universal simultaneous with 
the operation ofthe Jifiga be said to be inferred, is this 
existence simultaneous with the operation of the Jinga different 
from fire-universal or is itnon-different ? If it be non-different 
then inference would have as its object only the existence 
formerly cognised and the epithet ‘cognising a thing not cognised’ 
would become meaningless If it be different, was it formerly 
Cognised or not? If it was formerly cognised, inference with 
that as its object could not be said to be ‘cognising a thing 
not Cognised’. And if it be not cognised, how could it, compara- 
| ble (in this respect) to water, etc. be inferred from smoke? If 
the fact of the subordination to the Ji#iga of the fire—universal 

oa be said to be known from inference, is this subordination to 
the linga different from fire-universal or is it non-different ? 
If it be non-different, how could inference having as its 

object just the very fire-universal that was cognised, 

be said to be valid? If it be different, was it known 

at the time of the cognition of the relation of universal 

concomitance as pervading the Jizga (probans) or was it not 

so known 2? If it was known, how could inference have as ils 

object a thing not cognised? And if it was not known as 

pervading the Jiiga, when you suppose inference to have 

that as its object, why do you not suppose that smoke leads 

to the knowledge of the three worlds, when in either case 

there is the absence of relation-? Similarly, if the dependence 
of fire-universal on fire-individual be inferred from smoke, 

was __ this dependence of - the fire-universal known as 

pervading the smoke or was it not. so known ? If it was 

known, again inference could not but be cognising a thing 
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already coginsed. And if the dependence of ihe fire—universal 
(on fire- “Individual ) be not known as pervading the smoke, 


how could it, as stated above, be inferred at all? ( TPS, 
pp. 22-25). | | 


JayaraSi Bhatta thus refutes in his Lattvopaplavasimha all the © 
characteristics that are believed to be found in valid knowledge 
accordingtothe different systems of thought,—evyabhicaritva 
(non-discrepancy), abaidhitatva(uncontradictedness), avisamvaditva 
(non-incoherence ), and anadhigatarthagantrtva (cognising a 
thing not already known). He has shown that the concept of 
valid knowledge cannot be maintained. He similarly refutes 
the definitions of the different kinds of valid knowledge— 
perceptual, inferential, verbal testimony, analogical (upamana), 
presumption or implication (arthapatti-) and negation ( anupa- 
labdhi)—and comes to the conclusion that One, can never be 
certain about the validity of any knowledge and so cannot 
know anything of reality. Critical investigation or dialectical 
examination leads-to the upsetting of all principles(tattvopapiava) 
and soit is not possible to be sure of anything. 


Sriharsa seems to be aware of the dialectical dilemmas 
of Jayarasi. At least his commentator Sankarasvamin has clearly 
referred to a work of the Tattvopaplavavadin.27 In fact we do 
find quite a number of modes of thought similar to Jayarasi’s, 
so here we shall take note of a few of those points which 
have not been given by Jayarasi and then briefly mention 
the distinction between these different philosophical positions. 
Sriharsa also starts his dialectical inquiry by stating the 
principle that definite kaowledge and consequently the reality 
of all categories depend upon definitions and all definitions 
are improper and absurd inasmuch as they have the fault of self- 
dependence (aimasraya), or mutual dependence (anyonyaSsraya), 
or argument in a circle (cakraka) or vicious infinite series 
(anavastha) (Laksanadhina taval laksyavyavasthitir laksanani 
canupapannani, jratadhikaranadilaksana-nira panadvarena cakra- 
kadyapatteh,—\KhKh, pp. 141-142). 
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At the outset we may take up the definitions of valid 


knowledge that were examined by Jayarasi Bhatta and have 
been noted above. Prama is defined as apprehension which 
is non-deviating or non-discrepant (avyabhicaryanubhavah prama 
~KhKh, p. 248). But this is not true. What does ‘non-discrepant’ 
signify ? If it is signifies invariable concomitance of knowledge 
with the object, does it mean that the knowledge exists only 
at the time when the object exists, or that the cognition co- 
exists in space with its object, or that valid cognition is 
similar to its object in all respects 728 ‘Non-discrepant’ cannot 
mean that the cognition exists only at the time when _ the 
Object exists, for then the definition would be too narrow 
and would not apply to inferential congnition which often 
pertains to past and future things and which would conse- 
quently become invalid. It cannot also mean that knowledge co- 
exists in space with its object, because knowledge (—according 
to the Naiydyika whose tenets and categories are repudiated 
here—) is inherent in the soul, whereas objects like jar, etc. 
do not reside in the soul. Hence the cognition of external 
Objects would have to be regarded as not-valid; that is to say, 
the definition would be too narrow Moreover, the erroneous 
Cognition of soul in respect of the body would cease to be 
invalid according to this definition, since knowledge and object 
would be co-existent in space. ‘ Non-discrepant ’ cannot also 
mean that valid knowledge is similar to its object in all 
Tespects; in the view of those who regard knowledge and 
object as different entities, itis not possible that there should 
be similarity ip all respects between knowledge and its object. 
On the other hand in the view of those who regard knowledge 
Or COnScliousnéss and its object as non-different, the definition 
would apply to erroneous cognition also and the qualification 
‘non-discrepant’ would become meaningless as it is not com- 


petent to distinguish right knowledge from an erroneous one 
(KhKh, 248-249), x 

“It can be seen that Sriharsa’s arguments are not very intelligent here. No 

one expects knowledge to be co-existent in time or space with its object or 

to be like it in all respects But the vaitandikas repudiating everything 

have to resort to such reasoning so as to leave no alternative unrefuted. 
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It is not also proper to define valid knowledge as apprehen- 
sion which is not contradicted (abadhitanubhatih Prama-KhKh 
p. 254).~ If the absence of contradiction refers only to the 
time of cognition, then even the erroneous cognition of silver in 
respect of nacre would be valid since it is not contradicted at least 
at the time when the illusion arises. if it is urged that a valid 
cognition is that cognition which is not contradicted at any 
time, then we are not in a position to assert the Validity of 
any cognition, since it is not possible to say that any particular 
cognition will never be contradicted—cognitions of the waking 
State are contradicted in the dream state. Again, if by absence 
of contradiction is meant absence of contradiction in the case 
of the knower himself, then it is likely that a Person who 
has had erroneous cognition would never come across contra- 
diction of a former cognition and would never have an occasion 
to ascertain that the said cognition was wrong or not—valid. 
If absence of contradiction in the case of al] Persons in the 
world is meant, then this is something which can never be 
determined (KhKh, p. 254). 


Another definition of valid knowledge is ‘apprehension 
which corresponds to its object’ (yatharthanubhavah prama 
-~KbKh, .p. 236). This also is not true. Correspondence 
(yatharthya) can mean baving the real nature of a thing as its 
object, or being similar to the object (tattvavisayatvam va 
arthasadrSata va syat-KhKh, p. 236). But the real nature of a 
thing is indeterminable. * If we accept the second interpretation, 
then even erroneous cognition, e.g. ‘This is silver’is similar to 
the object in point of cognisability and the definition would 
thus apply to it. [t may be urged that in respect of the aspect 
of knowability or cognisability, the cognition is certainly valid, 
but it is not valid in respect of the ‘silver’ aspect. But this stand is 
not justified. In the cognition ‘ Jar possesses colour by the 
relation of inherence’ though it is not accepted that the cognition 
is similar to the object in respect of the rev.aled character-viz. 


Here the dialectical arguments of Sriharsa and Jayaraégi are similar, 
* This is shown while refuting ‘tattvanubhitih prama’—KhKh, p. 143ff. 
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being the possessor of colour by inherence—, still cognition 1s 
regarded as valid, whereas the definition would not apply to 
“it (Vidyasagari gives another illustration-There may be cogni- 
tion of two white jars but the cognition is neither two, nor 
white, and yet the cognition is regarded as valid in respect 
of these two jars—p 398). It may be urged that correspondence 
(yatharthya) consists in this that colour, etc. belong to the 
object as qualities or attributes residing in it by inherence, 
whereas they belong to knowledge as attributes which it reveals. 
But this is not true, as in that case the definition would apply 
to a cognition Jike ‘The silver before me’ ( purovarti rajatam) 
inasmuch as ‘before me’ which is an attribute of nacre ( by 
inherence or by svaripa-sambandha) is present in knowledge 
also in so far as it is its object, and knowledge grasping the 
nacre lying before as ‘the silver before me’ should be regarded 
as valid.?° If this be regarded as valid cognition then it 1s 
meaning ess to define valid cognition as apprehension which 
has correspondence with the object; it might as well be defined 
as only ‘apprehension’ (anubhatihk prama), Every cognition has 
some object to which it refers and so far as that only 
is concerned every cognition would be valid. According to the 
Naiyayika, even error is ultimately valid in as far as reference 
to an object is concerned, so all apprehension is valid. If 
however full correspondence of cognition and object be urged 
then partial correspondence like the above. could hardly be 
considered satisfactory. If full or entire correspondence is 
regarded as ‘indispensable then the validity of the partial 
correspondence has to be ignored wheras the Naiyayika admits 
all cognitions as valid so far as reference to an object is 
concerned. And if ignoring the non-deviating or ron-discrepant 
(avyabhicari) aspect or part, the Naiyayika dares to classify 
such a cognition as erroneous, why does he not ignore the 
deviating or discrepant (vyabhica@ri) part and keeping in view 
the non-discrepant one classify it as a valid cognition ? And 
in that case valid cognition could be defined as ‘apprehension’, 
‘enowledge’ or_the like. If cognitions, one of whose aspects 
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| is COntradicted, be regarded as invalid even in respect of the 
| uncontradicted aspect, then the ordinary perceptions cognising 
things at a distance as smaller than they really are and yet 
| popularly accepted as valid should be regarded as invalid. 
| Further, coguition reveals water as connected with space, time, 
light and the like, but does cognition ever have the efficiency 
to take us to water connected with this entire aggregate of 
associates ? How then could this cognition be regarded as 
valid ? One would thus not have faith in any cognition. And 
if you regard knowledge contradicted in one aspect (e.g _ silver- 
ness) as invalid even in respect of the uncontradicted aspect 
(‘before me’), then someone might very well argue that if know- 
ledge of silver is contradicted in respect of mnacre-silver, it 
should be regarded as contradicted (and so invalid) even in 
respect of the real silver, because they are both silver and 
you would have no answer to give except that the instance of valid 
cognition popularly accepted as such would have to be given up. 


It may be urged that if the qualifier of knowledge in the 
form of its object is also a qualifier of the thing, then on 
account of this similarity or correspondence with the object 
‘the knowledge should be regarded as valid; and this validity 
should be verified in respect of all specific objects or 
qualifiers; for instance, ‘silverness’ an object of knowledge is 
not present in nacre as its qualifier so the cognition, ‘This is 
} silver’ is invalid in that aspect, even though it may be valid 
| in respect of the ‘this’ aspect. The term ‘yathartha’ has been 
| inserted in the definition to refer to this point to point 

correspondence. The answer to this is that according to this 
interpretation, the thing which is the object of the cognition 
‘s not a qualifier of the object (that is to say, it is not jts 
own qualifier) and so the cognition would become invalid in 
respect of the thing itself. It can be argued that a qualifier 
(viSesana) is that which distinguishes, and the thing also 
‘distinguishes the qualifier residing in it and so is a qualifier 
(—as ‘cowness’ is a qualifier of cow, so the individual cow 
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is a qualifier of ‘cowness’) (Further, if the thing be not 
regarded as a qualifier, the cognition in its part cognising 
the qualities of a thing would become nirvikalpa ot indeter- 
minate as there would not be the relation of qualifier—qualified 
in it), The answer to this is that the thingis not in any way 
the qualifier and so the cognition of the thing (-qualified 
entity) would be invalid according to this definition Again, 
In this way, even ‘silverness’, etc. qualify nacre—‘Here is the 
nacre which appeared as silver’—, so the knowledge ‘This is silver’ 
Should be regarded as valid in respect of the silver aspect also 
and therefore as wholly valid. It may be urged here that what 
7 ~eant is that the object of knowledge should be a direct 
qualifier (viSesana) of the thing, whereas here ‘silverness’ 1s 
a qualifier Of nacre via knowledge and thus the definition is 
Bitte But this is not true, because then in the case 
ipa: vee man with a long staff’, wherein the qualified 
a i aetia ag as distinguished from ‘man with a small 
te, Hig fe Nomar should not be valid, because Jength 
detent Sia lers of man via staff and not directly. The 
of SO ale i ne modified to state that ‘when the object 
on the aah the qualifier of the thing without SepentnE 
beeditee a Bop aee, jem iodse, ihe knowledge is valid’, 
direct? Puksicteios: +9: cognition “The jar has been cognised 
oF ia cee atah), wherein directness is an attribute 
that what is meant cae Ay idee eae mgt ne Urzer 
thing exactly as revealed Re ; ree eta tale 
Mauegis ui ee ee 
silver’ is not a ithe is verness of the cognition This 1s 
(samavaya) as revealed OF nacre by the relation of inherence 
invalid. But then 2 ee Sy knowledge and so the cognition 1s 
uae Paine cowie a iota dis pbagt apply to the cognition 
the relation of inherep fe Weare apps ahaa cognition by 
being a qualifier of ce. It can be argued that this rule of its 
(i.e. by inherence pie baie exactly as revealed in knowledge 
qualifiehaF the afi and the like ) is with reference to the 

n8 and not with reference to the cognition 
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whose qualifier it can be only in virtue of its being the object of 
cognition (arthaviSesanatve yam niyamah yat tajjnanaprakasitena 
rapenett, na tu jrane’? pi—KhkKh, p. 242). The definition would 
then be: “That cognition whose qualifier (in virtue of the latter's 
being an object of cognition) is a qualifier of a thing exactly 
as revealed in cognition, is valid in respect of the thing.” * 

But this definition would become too narrow and would be 
restricted to only a particular cognition on account of the use 
of ‘yat-tat’ (that-which).* And if ‘that’? be taken to refer to 
all cognitions, then since in the cognition ‘I know nacre as 
Silver’, stlverness is a qualifier, the cognition ‘This is silver’ 
also would be valid, and the expression ‘that-which’ would 
become superfluous as it was introduced only to preclude 
the cognition ‘this is silver’ from the scope of the definition 

of valid knowledge,—which purpose is nevertheless not served 
(KhKb, pp. 236-242), 

Like Jayarasi Sriharsa refutes Dharmakirti’s definition of 
valid knowledge as non-incoherent apprehension’ (avisamvady 
anubhavah prama—Khkh, p. 249). Does non-incoherence 
(avisamvaditva ) signify that the object of this cognition is 
cognised in the same manner (i.e. with the same details) by 
another cognition, or that its object is not cognised in a reverse 
way (1.e. differently ) by another cognition, or that a thing 
pervaded by, and so concomitant with, the object of the 
cognition in question is known, or does it signify anything 
else (—leading to successful action and the like) ? 3° It cannot 
signify the first, otherwise, an illusory cognition repeated 
successively through a number of moments would have to be 
admitted as valid bscause the previous cognition is certified as 
true by the cognition of the succeeding moments. That is 
to say, coherence of knowledge is no test of the validity of 

* Some Naiyadyikas do not admit definitions expressed in terms of ‘that-— 
which’ as they believe that such definitions refer to particular cases only 
and are thus devoid of the very requisite of a definition that it should 
apply to all things of the same class or to all similar cases. 

x (Yajjnanollikhita-praka@rena yadarthe yadvisesanam taj jnanam tatrarthe 
prama—Sankara Migra’s Commentary, pp. 242-243), 
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knowledge. If it is urged that the other cognition must be a 
valid one, we have only to say that we have yet to define 
valid cognition. The second interpretation also is not proper, 
because according to it erroneous cognition would have to 
be regarded as valid if it is not contradicted. Moreover, 
the perception of the conch-shell as white may be contradicted I 
by the later perception by the jaundiced eye as yellow, and | 
according to this definition, the former cognition would have 
to be regarded as invalid. It cannot be insisted that the other | 
cognition must be a valid one, because we have yet to define 
valid cognition and there would be the faults of @tmasraya 
(self—-dependence, because prama is determined by prama) and | 
anyonyasraya (mutual dependence—because ‘avisamvadita’ 1s 
employed to determine ‘vrama@’ and ‘prama@ io determine 
‘avisamvadita’), 





It may be urged that what is meant by ‘non-incoherence’ 
is that the cognition is not contradicted by a later cognition 
produced by faultless instruments (or non-defective sense- | 
organs) and then there would be no such difficulty. But instead | 
of going in for this circuitous method, why could not one define | 
prama or valid cognition itself as apprehension produced by | 
faultless instruments (Or non-defective sense-organs)? Moreover, | 
unless the concept of faultiness or defectiveness is explained | 

| 
| 
} 
| 





it would not be possible to explain the concept of ‘non-defective- 
ness’. Why, it may be said, there is nothing difficult in 
this; defectiveness or faultiness is a particularity (or specific 
feature) of the cause of knowledge and gives rise to wrong | 
cognition (viparita-jnana). But when one 1s not aware of | 
anything which could be excluded by the term ‘wrong’ it is | 
useless to incorporate it in this explanation; that is to say, | 
unless true cognition is properly defined, there is no ‘sense | 
in speaking of wrong cugnition, Aad if it is not inserted in 
the explanation then faultiness would be equivalent to being 
the cause of all knowledge whatsoever, and this would mean ‘ 
that there is no knowledge which is produced by non-defective | 
causes (or normal senses), The nature of pram@ as distinct | 

\ 
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from that of other cognitions has not yet been ascertained, so 
how could we think of distinguishing it ? Again without 
being aware of prama as distinct from others it is not possible 
to know prama as distinct from others, thus G@tm@sraya (self- 
dependence) is involved. Further, prama@ (valid cognition) will 
be known when distinguished from aprama (cognition that is 
not valid), and aprama when distinguished from prama@, so there 
will be anyonyaSraya. Or, cognition produced by faultless causes 

will be explained as cognition distinct from a@prama@ and prama 

will be explained as cognition produced by faultless causes, and 

this prama will be utilised to explain aprama@ and this will 

involve cakraka (argument in a circle). And, if pram@ precluded 

by the term ‘wrong’ (viparita) is differently interpreted, it may 

be possible to avoid these faults, but there will be dependence 

on a second prama and still on a third and so no infinitely 

—the fault of anavastha (vicious infinite series). 


The third interpretation —‘that knowledge is non-incoherent 
the thing pervaded by whose object is cognised’—is also 
not proper. Does ‘vyapya’ (pervaded ) refer to all pervaded 
things or any specific vya@pya? If it is said to refer to all 
vyapyas, then the dream-cognition of fire associated with 
smoke or this cognition produced by a sentence uttered 
by an unreliable person ( anapta ) could not be regarded as 
invalid. If it be said to refer to aspecific vyapya, viz. 
arthakriya (efficiency or provocation to action) or samagri 
(apparatus ) even then the above mentioned fault would be 
there —the definition of prama@ would apply to dream- 
cognition and cognition produced by the statement of an 
unreliable person, both of which are associated with arthakriya 
and samagri. Moreover, several cognitions do not arise 
simultaneously, that is to say, the knowledge of arthakriya 
or samagri will not be simultaneous with the cognition of 
an object, so the vyapya will not be known simultaneously with 
knowledge of the vyapaka (viz. object) but after it. There- 
fore. there will be awareness of the validity of the previous 
cognition on the strength of the awareness of the arthakriya 
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OF samagrt arising in the second moment, and the validity 
ar Again will be determined by another cognition of the 
Thus Ale or samagri arising in the third moment; and So on. 
one thi man’s, entire life would be exhausted in knowing just 
Bodin © And if this series is stopped somewhere, the last 
4 ee, will have to be regarded as aprama, so the preceding 
result aie ‘Nokia and so on backwards till the first with the 
48 invalid a erway of the series will have to be regarded 
Which ig Ae what is meant by arthakriya is real efficiency 
explained ae 7 rd ete, then reality cannot be 
has not ae ss ian © a 'd cognition and valid cognition 
Ificiency, ilieeciee. cian defi Nic hs ane wae talking OF. yal 
What is regarded a | efinition Of prama will apply even to 
S aprama. 


Th 
evn) ae pho interpretation Of avisamvada (non- 
Dharmakirt; has Cy orm Its object that which is efficient’ 
"ON-incoherent 4 , “Valid cognition is cognition which is 
successful AA SE Ml alas means efficiency or 
CL Visar vadah.—KhKh. ov ; Care ae t Jncnam arthakrivasthiti§ 
£eneral then efficiency P. 53 ). Yi, If this is intended to be 
Wron me possible In the case of illusion also; 

& cognition or illusion of ia'iai tater teat 


€as silve 
“ Mess wrongly cognised does not exercise 


Hanon vee Ditilash other character, so even the cognition ‘Thi 
Althalsnn Neti Of silver will have to be regard ii ‘i : 
te sai i 

Ya (elficiency) cannot be determined by agit’ witb tins 

Its perception 


sibers Silver, so there may be cognitio 
itS absence, A ° 

nd we have not yet “sertained what valid 
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tion is; we are still trying to definz it, so it cannot be said 
that the cognition of arthakriya must be a valid one. It may 
be urged that validity may be determined on the strength of 
the non-frustration of our intention or desire as limited or 
determined by the shape revealed in knowledge. But such 
non-frustration of desires is found to be possible even in the 
case of dream-cognitions and the like. If it is argued that 
what is meant is non-incoherence even at other times (ie. at 
times other than the time of cognition), this can never be 
determined, for we cannot say that a cognition will always 
be found to be non-incoherent. On the contrary, it is just 
likely that all cognitions of the waking state would be found 
to be incoherent (visamv@din) ina dream, and then there would 
be nothing which the definition could define (—the fault of 
asambhava). This disposes of the view that avis@mvada (non- 
incoherence) means ‘capability of attainment’ (prapti-yogyata). 
If capability of attainment (prapti-yogyaia) at the time of 
cognition is meant that is found even in the case of wrong 
cognition. If capability of attainment at all times is meant, 


that cannot be determined even in the case of what is regarded 
as prama.®} 


Some again define valid knowledge as the direct apprehen- 
sion of the real nature of things (tattvanubhatih prama —KhKh, 
p. 143). But this definition is not proper, since it is not possible 
to define what tattva, ‘the real nature or thatness of things’ 
means, ‘/attva’ cannot mean ‘the state of being of a thing that 
is relevant’, as there ts nothing that is relevant to, or referred 
to in, the context. [This is the first definition ofthe Laksanamala 
of Sivaditya, so nothing is mentioned before to which ‘fat’ 
(that) could refer.] It may be argued that direct apprehension 
always has an object, and it is this that is referred to by ‘tat’ 
—the object present in the mind of the speaker and the hearer— 
and tattva means the thatness or the state of being that. But 
this is not proper; even the erroneous cognition, ‘This is silver’ 
in respect of nacre has an object—that—and so the definition 
can apply to such an erroneous cognition also, and it is too 
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wide. Similarly ‘that’ cannot refer to the ‘bhavitr’, the substrate 
of being, jarness, etc. (i.e. to the basic thing itself), so ils 
knowledge and the knowledge of it as qualified by jarness 
etc. could not be valid; that is to say, knowledge of jarness 
would be prama but not knowledge of jar according to this 
definition. It may be urged that ‘tattva’ denotes the nature 
(svaripa) of a thing, so it is not just to find faults keeping in 
view the meaning by parts; thus the attribute, the substance 
and their relation would all be comprehended by ‘nature’, and 
there would be no likelihood of the definition being narrow. 
This too is not true. Svaripa (nature) is the substrate of 
syaripatva (‘natureness’). Does svarapatva, whether a jati or 
an upadhi®? reside in itself or not 2 If it does, then this involves 
the fault of aimaSraya (self-dependence). And if it does not, 
then being devoid of ‘syaripatya’ it will not be ‘svaripa’, for 
that alone is called ‘syaripa’ which is possessed of ‘svarapatva’. 
Again svarapa is peculiar to each thing and so the definition 
will be too narrow in scope. Moreover, ‘tattva’ cannot preclude 
erroneous cognition. The cognition of silver in nacre is also 
‘cognition of svariipa. The substrate—nacre—and silverness are 
both ‘svaripa’ and it is but proper that the relation appearing 
between them (—samavaya or inherence) is also svarapa. It 
may be urged that itis right that samayaya 18 svariipa, but it 
does not belong to silverness in respect of nacre because silver- 
ness 1S not inherent in nacre. But this is not proper. It may 
not be there, yet this does not prevent samavaya from being 
svarapa. Devadatta may not be in the house, but this does not 
mean that he is not ‘syarang’, [i may be argued that svarapa 
alone i not Ee but svaripa as associated with time and 
space in which it is apprehended is fattva. This involves a 
difficulty. How could time anq space be apprehended without 
being related to time and space? Time and space are not 
related fo Hime “Space, SO time-space could not be comprehended 
by ‘tattva and so the definition of prama will not apply to 
the valid cognition in the aspect of relation to time-space, 
which will consequently become jnvalid in respect of this 
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aspect. It may be said that in these particular cases their 
svarnpa aloneis fattva, but this will not help. Zattva has many 
meanings—time-—nature (k@la—svarfiipa ), space-nature ( desa— 
svaripa) and natureas connected with space and time (deSakala— 
sambaddha-svarapa) \f any one of these is meant. the definition 
will be too narrow; if the aggregate is regarded as intended, 
the definition will not apply to each, and if each is intended, 
the definition will notcomprehend the case of the aggregate. 


It may be urged that that is faftva which is found to be 
exactly as it is apprehended in cognition; that is to say, if a thing 
is found to possess such attributes as it was known to have in 
cognition, then it is fattya, reality. But this is not true. For in 
that case if an object be found to have the same form or character 
as was perceived incognition at some other time different from 
the time of cognition even then it would be fativa. And so 
if a pitcher which is to become red in the future as a result 
of baking, be cognised even when it is black as red by a man 
suffering from rakta-pitta (red bile) that cogaition of his would 
have to be regarded as valid. It may be argued that if the 
statement is modified to say that that is tatiya which is found 
at the same moment when it is cognised to be exactly as it 
is apprehended in cognition, then there would be no such 
difficulty. But this does not solve the difficulty. Time is. not 
related to time, so the part of the cognition which pertains to 
time and its relation to pitcher could not be regarded as valid 
according to this definition. It may again be urged that Time. by 
itself is one, still itappears to be many on account of its being 
limited by different adjuncts (wpa@dhi), so Time as limited by 
one adjunct (e.g. saryakriya) can be related to Time as limited 
by a different adjunct (e.g. candrakriya); as for example, Time 
as limited by fortnight or day. But arguing in this way, 
Devadatta as possessed of staff should be able to stand on himself 
as possessed of ear-rings—which is an absurdity. Even a skilful 
acrobat cannot stand on his own shoulders Devadatta is one,. 
though the adjuncts may differ, so also Time; and hence though | 
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limited by different adjuncts it could not be related to itself. 
This also dismisses the definition that ‘Tattva is cause (—cause 
in respect of successful action or cause of knowledge of itself)’. 
Cause is that which is present in the immediately preceding 
moment A thing cannot reside in itself, so time will not have 
the characteristic of being present in the immediately preceding 
moment, and so cognition of time could not be regarded as 
valid, Moreover, parimandalya (smallest size), mahat (big SIZe), 
final destruction, efc. are not causes of anything according to 
the Nyaya-Vaisesika, So their cognition could not be regarded 
as valid. Further, that is said to be a Cause which is possessed 
Of ‘causeness’ (k@ranatva), and jf karanatva be said to reside 
in karanatva, there would be atmasraya. If another karanatva 
be recogaised, then what would reside in this second karanatva? 
If the first karanatva be regarded as existing in it there would 
be mutual] dependence (anyonyasraya), and if a third be recog- 
nised a third and a fourth and SO On adinfinitum would have to 
be recognised. And if we stop somewhere and believe that further 
Karanatva does nor reside in a Particular K@ranatva, that would 
not be a cause and apprehension of that karanatyva could not 
be regarded as valid according to this definition, [t may be 
urged that all things are momentarily Changing, so a thing of 
of the thing of the next moment, and 
ge of all things could be 


Buddhi ; is equivalent (O accepting the 
u ISt View in Which Reality Is defined as causally efficient 


(arthakriyakar; Sat) and the Natyayika would be giving up his 
OWN Pposition—which js the nigrahasthana called apasiddhanta.33 
Thus there Would be four faults —aimasrayg, anyonyasraya, 
anavastha ( vicious infinite Seties ) and apasiddhanta ( KhKh, 
pp. 143-148), 

Stibarsa Similarly repudiates the Concept of anubhary 
(apprehension) by Posing four alternative interpretations of it 
and refuting them —Ts anubhiititya 4 sub-division or Species of 
the genus jaanaryg (knowledgeness) Or is it knowledge distinct 
from memory or Knowledge devoid of the characteristics of 




















Is Knowledge Possible ? 561 
memory or knowledge whose special cause (asadharana-karana) 
is produced iM the moment preceding it 23 The definition 
attvanubhatih pram@ stands refuted even if we take the two 
words together, because any apprehension even though acci- 
dentally correct could be regarded as valid according to this 
definition. If one guesses rightly the number of things that 
are concealed in the fist (i.e not perceived), this can be regarded 
as valid cognition according to this definition, because the object 
as qualified by number is ftaftva, and the cognition is anubhnti 
as it pertains to a thing not known before. 

It may be urged, “This ts a case of doubt inasmuch as the 
cogniser or guesser has no ascertaining factor at his disposal. 
As for his speaking as if he is certain about one alternative, 
it is like a peasant undertaking an agricultural operation, 
behavingas if he is certain that the accessory factors being 
present there will be a rich harvest, though he has a doubt, 
‘Will there be a rich harvest or not?” But this 


true; the analogy is faulty, as in 
there Is 


is not 
the case of the peasant 
deliberate or volitional certain knowledge about one 


alternative (@ha@rarupaika—koti-niscayastharat), viz. ‘There will 
be harvest; there being rain and the like accessory factors 
in their full aggregate the result is sure to follow” 
( sahaktiri-—sampattau krser avaSyam phalam iti jaanam 
aharah— Sankari, p. 230), and not doubt wherein there is un- 
certainty on either side. If doubt also is belived to work like 
ihis knowledge with certainty on one side then doubt will have 
to be treated as an aggregate of certain knowledge of both 
alternatives. Or if the peasant’s volitional knowledge of one 
alternative is treated as a case of certain knowledge of one 
alternative, all cases of doubt will have to be treated as cases 
of certain knowledge of both alternatives (—which is absurd). 
Nor can the correct guess about concealed things be regarded 


as valid ccgnition, because it cannot be included under any 
of the heads of perception, etc. 





It may be urged that the definition can be modified to say, 
“The apprehension of the real nature of things if it is produced 
by non-discrepant special causes is prama” (—avyabhicari- 
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karanajanyatve satili viSesaniyam.—KhKh, p. 231). But in 
that case, the term ‘tattva’ becomes superfluous. Moreover, you 
cannot accept that cognition accidentally coherent is produced 
by wrong or discrepant (vyabhicari) special causes, because then 
‘it will have to be accepted that even wrong special causes 
can lead to right cognition. It cannot be said that there is no 
cause whatsover for the correctness or truth of cognition (includ: 
ing the correct guess), because then there will be no ascertaining 
factor and error can be right cognition or right cognition 
erroneous. If the guess pertaining to hidden things be right, the 
Special factors giving rise to it must be non-discrepant or the 
right ones. And the responsiblity of showing what the special 
cause of the truth or correctness of a cognition is devolves 
On the opponent, so that knowledge could be classified under 


Perception, and the like or it could be precluded on the 
Strength of this definition. 25 


Similarly at times there is correct inferentia] cognition 
Produced by a fallacious mark of inference (lizga) and the 
like. For instance, we have on the Strength of the erroneous 
Cognition of a cloud of dust as smoke, the inferential cogni- 
tion of fire with regard to a place which has by chance both 
the mark or probans (smoke) and the probandum (fire), or oaly 
the probandum (fire). Though tb's cognition is not valid in 
respect of the fallacious probans or in respect of the proban- 
dum as qualified by the fallacious probans, still people would 
regard the Cognition having as its Object the probandum 
qualified by the Probans as valid in respect of the probandum 


ie qualified by another Probans orin respect of the probandum 
(i.e. fire). So the definition is too wide. 


It may be urged that the object ( viz. fire) of the cogni- 
tion produced by fallacious causes is different from . the real 
fire, so this cognition pertains to ‘atattva’, and thus the defi- 
nition is not too wide. This is not: convincing. Though it may 
have a different object from the point of view of the particular 
fire still it has «¢gttyq’ as its object from the point of view 
of jati or generality and so the definition is certainly too wide. 
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It may be further argued that if the particular 
is revealed in this inferential] cognition is diffe 
real fire, then the generalit 
real fireness, otherwise the 


( viz. fire ) asit 
rent from the 
y also must be different from the 
generality will drag aong with it 
the real particular which resides as related to one of its aspects 
Or portions. This is not true. Though a _ thing may not be 
known in its Particularity, yet it may be known in respect 
of its generality. For instance we may not know that a garland 
has been made by Devadatta or by Yajiad 
for certain that it was made by a hum 
not knowledge of generality and if the probans and proban- 
dum were known Only in their particular aspects there would 
not be the knowledge of their concomitance. Moreover, a: 
person mistakes a rag tied round the neck of a bull fora 
dewlap and infers therefrom from a distance ‘ bullness ’ ( gofva )s 
that it is a bull, (—which cognition is coherent ), or the gene- 
rality being one, it cannot be said that a different ‘ bullness ’ 
is cognised. To wit, it cannot be said that a different ‘ bullness ° 
( gotva jati) and a different inherence (samavaya ) from the | 
real ones are inferred here, because ‘ bullness’ and inherence 
are one, and if they be believed to be different, they would no 
longer be jati and samavaya, they would be non-existent, and so 
giving up the anyathakhyati theory or error ( according to which 
it is the existent that is perceived, the Naiyadyika would be 
turning to the asatkhy&@ti of the Buddhists (according to which 


the non-existent is perceived in erroneous cognition )—which is 
apasiddhanta for the Naiy ayika. 


atta, yet we know 
an being. If there were 


It may be vargued that in such an inference, the 
attributes colour, etc. are regarded as identical with the 
jati gotva, and so this gotya is different from the teal 
gotva. But even here the inference will be invalid in respect 
of only the identification, but in respect of the thing ‘bull 
and the generality ‘bullness’ if is valid. Moreover. since here 
there is an occasion for samsargaropa (mistaken associatio.3) 
there can be no tadatmyaropa (superimposition of identity or 
mistaken identification). This ‘adatmyaropa might, though 
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rarely, be possible in sva@rthanumana (inference for one’s self), 
but in a fallacious inference for others (pararthanumanabhasa) 
it is impossible. In the latter there is the specific statement 
of the thesis ‘This is a bull’ and we have all the factors 
leading to samsargaropa, viz. the presence of the attributes 
and generality in the thing, and if in spite of this we admit 
tadatmyaropa, then the distinction between samsargaropa and 
tadatmyaropa would become baseless. And what will you say 
of the case of a person who has the definite knowledge of 
coherence in respect of the cognition of samsargaropa as a 
result of anuvyavasaya (introspection), viz. “I am inferring 
the relation of ‘gotva’ in respect of ‘go’ (bull) ”? It will not 
‘be possible to say here that there is ‘@datmyaropa. 
Moreover, in the case of siddhasadhana (proving what 1s 
already proved), the cognition is correct (I.¢. it corresponds 
to the object) so the definition will apply to it and be thus 
too wide. It can be argued that in such a case quite a different 
probandum jis proved and so the cognition is incorrect and 
the definition will not apply to it. The answer to this is that 
in that case the probandum becomes one which is not already 
proved and so the fallacy of siddha-sadhana itself will not 
be present and the definition of inferential cognition can very 
well apply to it. And then all fallacious reasons can be said 
to lead to valid cognition and it is not necessary to assume 
guite a different fire as the probandum in tbe case of the 
inferential cognition of fire on the strength of the illusory 
perception of cloud of dust as smoke. If another fire be 
assumed, then, as explained before, there would be valid 
cognition even in the case of siddhasadhana and the definition 
would be too wide (ativyapta). (KbKh, pp. 229-235 ) 
Sriharsa then criticises the definition of valid cognition as 
given by Udayana. Udayana defines valid cognition as proper 
or right determination (samyak-paricchittih prama—See KhKh, 
p. 242). Discussing the meaning of samyaktiva (rightness). Sriharsa 
says that samyaktva cannot mean ‘having the true nature 
of a thing as its object’ ( taftya-visayata@ ) or Correspondence 
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(yatharthya) as explained above. It may be urged that samyaktva 
conveys the meaning of ‘entirety’ (s@mastya); people say, “ I 
did not see it Properly, I saw it in just its general form” (na 
Maya samyag drsiam, samanyakarena fnpalabdham ). So here 
‘Samyak—pariccheda’ means the entire determination of a thing 
or the determination of a thing in its entirety. This is not true. 
Does ‘entirety of a thing’ signify its being possessed of all its 
parts or being possessed of all its attributes 2 It cannot signify 
its being possessed of all its parts, because in that case the 
cognition of partless things (Gkasa, €tc.), as also the cognition 
of a ‘ thing having parts’ Which does not reveal the invisible 
interior of the object would not be valid according to this 
definition. It js impossible to perceive al! the visible and 
Invisible constituents of a thing. The other Meaning also js not 
acceptable as none but an omniscient being ¢ 
thing along with all its attributes, and so aj] cug 
omniscient being would be invalid according t 


Ould perceive a 
nitions of a non- 
O this definition, 

It may be argued that ‘ Sanyak ’ means ‘along with its 
particular features’; when a Person says, . 
ly,” what he means is that he did not see it in respect of its 
particular distinguishing features: therefore, valid cOgnition or 
right or proper determination means the determination of an 
object with its Specific distinguishing features, Error, doubt, 
etc. arise in the case Of a person who does not see the specific 
distinguishing features Of the object, and So the term ‘samyak’ 
is included in the definition to €xclude such cognition. Al] 
distinguishing features (viSesas ) are not recognised as having 
other distinguishing features (visesa) as this would go on ad 
infinitum; the nature of some visesas (viz. the final particulars 
as found in the atoms of Carth, ete. ) 18 such that they 
serve to distinguish themselves and SO the definition can 
very well apply to right cognition of visesa (particular) and 
there is no avyapii (-the definition is not harrow). This is not 
proper. If visesa means distinguishing feature in general, 
then even in the erroneous cognition of shell ac silver the 
perceiver seems to perceive the distinguishing feature of silver 


‘TI did not see it proper- 
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‘n the shell and so it should be valid. The whole point, in the 
words of Dasgupta, lies in the difficulty of judging whether 
the distinguishing marks observed are real or not and there iS 
no way of determining this. If the definition be taken as stating 
that prama@ is the determination of the objects along with the 
specific features peculiar to each, then the definition would be 
restricted to the particular case and would not apply to other 
cognitions. If the definition be taken to refer to all yisesas, it 
would apply to erroneous cognitions also as said above,—the fault 
of atiprasanga (absurd extension). Thus there is inconsistency 
in either way of interpreting the definition.*®& Moreover, 
the very nature of visesa may bea distinguishing feature (viSesa), 
yet there would be only one entity and the object ‘visesa would 
not be ‘possessed of (any distinct) specific features’, as required 
by the definition, which would not therefore apply to the 
cognition of visesa. 


Some describe the visesas as those features without the 
perception of which there can be no definite or certain know- 
ledge and the perception of which ascertains the question 
of contradiction (badha) or non-contradiction (abadha) and 
so of the absence or presence of a thing. As a matter of fact, 
without admitting these viSesas it will not be possible to 
distinguish between fattva and atattva. But this ts absolutely 
necessary as otherwise there would be contradiction or stultifica- 
tion (vyaghata). If everything is said to be invalid, the validity 
of the cognition of this also will be questioned as it is included 
in ‘everything’, and similarly its invalidity will be questioned 
as it has no proof to support it. If everything were invalid, 
there would be contradiction between validity and invalidity 
in the statement denying validity. [finvalidity alone. were left 
behind, all cognitions would be invalid and one could never 
act confidently; and there would be vyaghata ( contradiction 
or stultification) in action in respect of its success or failure 
(efficiency or otherwise), because even these are dependent 
on validity and invalidity respectively (-see Sankari, p. 245-246). 
But this argument is not proper. It is impossible to discover 
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any visesa (specific feature) of which it could be said that 
error, doubt, etc. are not possible with regard to it, that is 
to say, of which one could be positively certain. A dreamer per- 
ceives all visesas and yet his cognition is not valid. Itis not proper 
torecognise or admit viSesa which we cannot account for only 
in order to avert the fear of vyaghata. In stead of admitting the 
unaccountable visesa, why may not one recognise an indescribable 
way of getting rid of this vyaghata? One is not aware of any 
knowledge of visible objects which are not possible to cognise 
in a dream or ina fallacious statement; that is to say, viSesas 
are the objects of what are believed to be erroneous cognitions 
as well as of what are believed to be true cognitions Thus, 
since all these visesas are capable of being known in dreams, 
etc, the assumption of their not being apprehended 
(apratiyamanata) and consequently leading to erroneous cogni- 
tion, doubt, etc., is contradicted as it is not found to be so 

Much better than this is the assumption of the removal of 
contradiction (vyaghata—parihara) by unknown causes. 


[t may be urged that by ‘visesasahitopalambha’ is not meant 
‘cognition along with visesa (distinguishing feature)’, but ‘cogni- 
tion of an object along with its viSesa. The visesa of silver is 
not present in nacre, so the definition will not apply to the 
erroneous cognition of siver in respect of nacre; whereas in 
the case of the true perception of silver, silver is found to 
possess the yvisesa revealed in the cognition. But this stands 
refuted as stated above. It is difficult to define viSesa; if just 
any viSesa is meant, then in the case of the wrong perception 
of silver in nacte, the visesa of ‘being before the eye’ is also 
present in the nacre and so the contingency of ativyapti (-the 
definition being too wide) is not averted. If particular risesas 
are meant, then there being endless visesas it will not be 
possible to formulate any definition which includes them all 
and the definition would be too narrow. If the opponent is 
still not prepared to give up his stand that visesa determines 
contradiction or non-contradiction (badhabadha-vyavastha-hetu) 

J-72 
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(and so the absence or presence of a thing), he should be asked 
what visesa he sees in thingsas referred to bya reliable person 
which he does not find in them as referred to by an unreliable 
person both of whom say, ‘There are are five fruits on the 
bank of the river’. He will not be able to discover any. If there 
be any person so silly as would not be convinced even then, 
he should be instructed as follows : “ You recognise visesas 
as capable of distinguishing themselves from others, because 
otherwise you would be landed in a vicious infinite series of 
viSesas. The nature of these visesas is mutually exclusive and 
they have nothing in common, so it is impossible to frame 
a definition which could apply to all vigesas: the definition 
would be very narrow, pertaining to one visesa only.?7 It may 
be argued that the viSesas have this in common that they can 
determine contradiction or absence of a thing and so the defini- 
tion can apply to all cases and there will be no ayyapti. But 
it is not possible for anything to determine the absence of a 
thing in all cases. If it is said to determine the absence of a thing 
In some Cases onlv, that is possible in the case of erroneous 
cognition also. Silverness makes known the absence of other 
things in the case of the cognition ‘ This is silver’ in respect 
of real Silver, As a result, even the erroneous cognition ‘This 
IS silver’ in respect of nacre will have to be regarded as_ valid. 
If it is argued that it is viSesa only in respect of that thing in 
Whose case it determines the absence of other things (tatra 
tasyett cet--KhKh, p 247), the answer is that because of the 
use of ‘that-which’, the definition will become too narrow and 
will apply to that viSesa alone which is referred to by ‘that- 
which’ and not to other visesas. 

Badha (contradiction or contradictory knowledge) cannot 
be defined as viparua prama (Opposite knowledge), All opposite 
knowledge is not badha (contradictory, denying), because in 
that case cognition of lake as devoid of fire will be contradic- 
tory to the cognition Of mountain as possessed of fire: hence 
contradictory knowledge would have to be defined .as know- 
ledge which cognises the absence of the contradicted or denied 
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thing in that in which it is cognised as existing (badho na yiparita- 
pramamatram api tu  badhyam yatra yas tadviparitea prama- 
Sankara, p. 248). If this definition employing ‘ that-which ’ 
refers to silver, it will not extend to the contradiction of the 
erroneous cognition of serpent in respect of a piece of 
rope. Moreover, prama is defined as cognition of a thing with 
all its visesas; yiSesa is defined as the cause of the ascertain- 
ment of the absence of other things( badhavyavasthahetu) and 
badha is defined as viparita-prama( opposite valid cognition or 
valid cogaition of the opposite ). Thus the definition of badha 
is based on prama and that of prama on badha, via vi$esa so 
there is the fault of cakraka (argument in a circle ).8° 


Moreover, tarka (hypothetical reasoning ) and volitional 
or deliberate error and doubt (aharyau samSaya-viparyayau ) 
arise only when the viSesa has been cognised (i.e. only when 
knowledge in respect of particular features has been attained). 
One must have the knowledge ‘Hill has fire’ before one could 
indulge in tarka of the form : ‘If there were not fire, there 
would not be smoke.’ This is also true of volitional doubt and 
error. Hence the definition of prama@ would apply to these 
also. It is not proper to say that volitional doubt and error 
are never indulged in. Volitional error forms the very basis 
of the statement of a person who wants to deceive. And even 
the scriptures approve of the teacher, who is fully in the 
know of the truth, raising doubts and putting forth objections 
for the sake of instructing his pupils.§° Further, ‘ pariccheda ’ 
(determination ) is a synonym of ‘anubhati’ and so suffers 
from ali the faults pointed out in the case of the latter (KhKh, 
pp. 242-248 ), 


The Naiyayikas who admit ja@ti-sankara (cross-connection 
of jatis or genera) as impeding jati cannot define prama as 
possessed of the jati (class—character, genus ) pramatva (jati- 
sankaram icchatas ca pramatva-laksanajatyabhisambandhat pra- 
mety api durlaksanam (-Khish, p.255). Saks@ttva (directness) 
is present in bhrama (etroneous perception ) wherein prama- 
tva (‘valid-cognitionness’) is absent, whereas prami@tva is present 
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in anumiti (inferential cognition ) wherein saks@tiva is absent, 
and both saksattva and pramatva are present in valid percep- 
tual cognition; that is to say, there is their s@#karya in It. 
Thus owing to the faalt of saikara,* there can be no such 
jai as pramaiya. It may be urged that pramatva associated with 
the absence of defects is responsible for the nomenclature 
“prama” and pramatva not produced by sense-organs is res- 
ponsible for indirectness (paroksatva ). Their causes being 
different, there will be no satkara. But 1s pramatya respon: 
sible for the expression ‘ This is prama’ when it is known or 
when it is not known? If it gives rise to it even when not 
Known, there will never be any awareness Of error or suspI- 
cion of invalidity in respect of any knowledge. That is to 
Say, if we regard the known pramd@iva as giving rise to 
the expression ‘ This is prama’, then we can say that it 
will be impossible Without the knowledge of pramiatva, and 
there can only be the*notion of erroneous or doubtful cogni- 
ton 'Q respect of it. But when the known pramatya 1s respon: 
es for the expression, we will use only one expression 
IS IS prama@’ with regard to all cognitions. It may be urged 
that Pramatyva, which js existent but not known, when accom- 
panied by the absence of defects is responsible for the express- 
10n "This Is prama ’, SO we do not use this expression where 
defect is present and we have only the notion of erroneous 
wg doubtful Cognition in respect of it. But in that case, every 
Hews cat of which no notion of erroneous or 
a g Q hasarisea and which is not also known as 
eed in) as having prandatva, must be referred to as ‘ This 
SS prama, because aramaron along with absence of defects is 
present. Morever, if the known pramdatva is regarded as respon- 
sible for the expression ‘This is prama@’, how can the knowledge 
of this pramatva be accounted for? Mental perception (manasa- 


pratyaksa ) cannot be said to be its proof because at times 
iti 


* Parasparatyantabhayg —samanadhikaranadharmayor ekatra 


samavesah 
sankarah. —An entity cannot 


have the characters of different genera 
unless the one genus includes the other. 
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even when a cognition is valid we have a doubt 4s to its being 
valid or not or we even wrongly regard it as invalid—which 
would not be possibie if like cognition pramatva were mentally 
perceived. It may be said that the mental perception with the 
help of tbe other marks (such as yatharthanubhavatyva, 
tattvanubhatitva) will enable us to know pramativa, or these 
becoming the Jinga will enable us to infer the presence of 
pramatva, so there can be the erroneous cognition or doubt 
of invalidity when we do not have the knowledge of these 
factors. The answer to this is that if this is so, these marks 
can themselves be responsible for the judgement ‘ Thisis prama’: 
there is no need to assume prama@tva for which there is no 
proof. Moreover, these marks have already been repudiated, 
so it is inconsistent to say that there can be the mental percep- 
tion of pramatva with the help of these marks. 


Thus, in whatever way you may define prama and regard 
it as responsible for the expression ‘This is pram@ whether as 
unknown or as simply known (i.e. not as an object of valid cog- 
nition ) even erroneous cognition would have to be regarded as 
having pramaiva for if the factor responsible for this expression 
is unknown, in this state both truth and falsity would be like 
one and there would be no difference between the two, and 
the expression could be used in regard to false knowledge also. 
Or, there could be suspicion of validity with regard to invalid 
cognition or one could wrongly regard invalid cognition as 
valid. If pramatva is urged to be validly known ( pramita— 
known by valid cognition), this is inconsistent unless prama is - 
defined, which it is not. It can be argued that pram@tva is 
certainly validly known, though ‘the fact of its being validly 
known’ may not be known, so there is no difficulty, (pramitam 
eva pramalaksanam na tu pramitatvena jiatam api yena 
duravadharanam syad ity arthah. ~Sankart, p. 258). But in that 
case jf some one says that pramatva has not been, asa matter 
of fact, validly known, what answer could be given ? Pramatva 
has not been explained yet, so it could not be proved to be 
validly known by the cognition, ‘It is validly known’. And if 
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without being validly known pramatva could be responsible 
for the expression ‘This is prama@’, then even pana without 
being known could be responsible for judgements pertaining 
io jar, etc. and it would not be necessary to aiemgpt au 
exposition of pram@tya as determining the judgment pertaining 
to prama., It isnot necessary to go into further details (iti @stam 
vistarah.—KhKh, p. 257). (See KhKh, pp. 255-257). 

Having repudiated the concept of prama (valid knowledge), 
Jayarasi and Sriharsa have similarly repudiated the six main 
sources of valid knowledge, which have been variously recog- 
nised by the different schools of Indian thought— pratyaksa, 
anumana, upamana (analogy ), Sabda or agama (verbal or 
Scriptural testimony), artha patti (implication) and unupalabdhi 
(non apprehension), We shall here consider briefly inference 
Which is not Only closely connected with dialectic but which 
Can also be said to comprehend most of the forms of indirect 
knowledge. 

In the Nyayasatra, inference is defined as preceded by 
Or based on perception (tat—parvakam anumanam —NS. 1.1.5). 
The relation between fire and smoke is determined by the 
Operation of the eyes and the like in the kitchen; as a result 
of this an impression is formed; later there isa second percep- 
tion of the said linga (mark of inference, probans, viz. smoke), 
then there is the recollection of the vyapti (invariable concomi- 
tance between smoke and fire), and after the recollection of 
the vyapti there is the knowled 

| invariably concomitant with the probandum as residing in the 
paksa (minor term), this last which is called paramarsajnana 
( synthetic judgment or consideration of the probans ) along 
with the probans is the special means of inferential cognition 
(anumana), 

Examining this, Jayaras} argues : The effect cannot come 
into existence in the absence of the cause, and perception is said 
ty be the cause of inference in the definition. Perception has 
been repudiated earlier, so in the absence of perception, 
inference also is impossible; or if it were to arise it would be 


ge of the probans which is 
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accidental. Keeping in view the absence of perception it has 
been urged that the relation of invariable concomitance cannot 
be cognised. But supposing it is cognised we ask: Does the 
cognition of the relation of invariable concomitance signify. 
the determiration of the relation between two universals, or 
of that between two unique particulars, or of that between a 
universal and a unique particular ?#° [t cannot mean the first 
and the last, for there is no objective reality like the universal 
(samanya). It cannotalso mean the determination of the relation 
between two unique particulars, because there are an infinite 
number of fire and smoke individuals and theie is no 
persistence of any one factor in all these. Moreover, perception 
is not capable of determining the relation of individuals on 
account of the incompatibility of place, time and nature, (that 
is to say, things distant in place and time and things that are 
Supersensuous cannot be perceived, and if the things cannot 
be perceived their relation cannot be determined). At the time 
of the cognition of the relation of invariable concomitance all 
the things so related are not visible, and it is absurd to regard 
even those that are not cognised as cognised, otherwise when 
taste is known colour also can be imagined to have been known. 
If it is urged that a few individuals which are present at the 
time of the grasping of the relation of invariable concomitance 
help to determine the relation and not all, then only these 
could help us to know the relation of another. By Devadatta’s 
eye being in contact witha jar, cognition of water does not 
arise. (TPS pp. 64-66) * 


Jayarasi further shows that the cause cannot be inferred 
from the effect, because it is untenable that smoke be regarded 
as an effect. This untenability, in its turn, is there because we 
never cognise the cessation of existence (of smoke ). If it is 
said to be cognised by perception, we ask : Does this percep- 
tion as it arises affirm something or deny something ? If it 
is said to affirm something, is this something smoke, or another, 


* Jayragi gives further arguments here but the text is broken and so does 
not give an exact idea of what is meant to be conveyed. 





574 Indian Dialectics 


or nothing ? If it affirms smoke, then grasping its aataee 5 
would affirm rather than deny smoke. [fit affirms another object, 
then it can neither affirm nor deny smoke, for a cognition 
can affirm the existence of only its own object. If it affirms 
nothing, it can neither affirm nor deny smoke, like a man 
who is dumb, blind and deaf, If the preception is said to arise 
as denying something, is this something smoke or another ol 
nothing ? If it is the denial of smoke, then smoke must have 
existence by its side, and then the denial will affirm rather 
then deny smoke, If it denies another object then it can neither 
deny nor affirm smoke. If it denies nothing, then being 
Produced ignorant, it will neither deny nor affirm smoke. 


If sattavicchedg (cessation of existence) is said to be 
—€quivalent to Pradhvamsa ( destruction, posterior negation ), and 
that to be cognised by perception, we say that this is not 
Proper. Pradhvamsa is another object altogether and the cog- 
nition that arises in respect of it can only affirm its syarapa, 
but cannot deny anything else. And when it is experienced, 
Nothing is found to be contradicted, for all cognitions as 
8asping their own Objects, affirm their nature, but do not deny 
anything Tt may be urged that the svaripa (nature ) of smoke 
'S Not revealed in the cognition of pradhvamsa, so it is its 
Tepudiation. I¢ this isso, it will be the repudiation of the three 
worlds which are not revealed in the cognition of dhvamsa, 
Or dhyvarsa is Not of the form of the three worlds. (TPS, 
PP. 66-67 ). It cannot also be said that dhvamsa is opposed 
(virodhi) to smoke and s0 is its repudiation Jayarasi shows the 
hollowness of the concept of virodha ( opposition ) by putting 
forth different alternative interpretations and refuting them. 
Does virodhg Signify not having the same shape or being 
Present in different times, or the non-apprehension of one 
When the other js Present, or being produced by it, or being its 
Producer, or being the doer of a different activity, or being 
Produced by different causes or not being based on what is 
based on another ?*1 Jayarasi has shown by further dialectical 
reasoning that the determination of the relation between cause 
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(fetu) and result ( phala) is not possible ( TPS, pp. 70-7 3). 
Jayatasi has also confuted the inference of the existence and 
nature of the soul in the different systems of philosophy (TPS, 
pp. 74-383 ). 


Even in the case of the Buddhists, inference is not possible 


as the relation of invariable concomitance cannot be known. . 


The telation cannot be one between two universals ( samanya ) 


or between universal and unique particular ( svalaksana ), as 
the universal has no reality. If the relation is 


determined between two unique particulars, is it between two 


things or two cognitions or between a cognition and a thing? 


If the relation determined is between two things, we ask: Is 
the cognition of the relation of cause and result ( or effect ) 
between fire and smoke on account of their existence alone, 
or by virtue of association with their shape or on account of 
being produced by them or due to all these jointly? If the 
apprehension of fire and smoke be said to be 
their existence alone, then it would not be the apprehension 
of fire. and smoke alone; it should be the apprehension 
of all the three worlds as even what does not aid the tise of 
cognition has all the same existence in common with others 
(p, -83): Jayarasi repudiates the second alternative by showing 
that knowledge cannot assume the shape of the object and. 
that therefore knowledge of fire is an impossibility (pp. 83- —86): : 

The apprehension of fire cannot also arise on account of its 


on account of 


being produced by it. How can it be said to. be produced “by | 


fire ?--by virtue of.its nature which is non-productive of that 
or by virtue of its nature which is productive of that ? If-fire 
be non-productive of cognition, how could it vive rise to cog- 
nition ? If it be by nature productive of cognition, how could 
it give rise to smoke ? If it is said to give rise to smoke by the 
very same svabhava (nature), the cognition should have the 
character of smoke or smoke the character of cognition and 
there would be nothing which could differentiate smoke and 
the cognition of fire. Fire cannot produce these by different 
I-73 : 


said to be. 
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natures as one thing cannot have two natures. When fire gives 
rise to smoke it cannot give rise to its own knowledge and 
the relation of cause-effect between fire and smoke cannot 
be determined without knowledge. And if fire gives rise 10 
knowledge of fire, it cannot give rise to smoke, and in its 
absence, the relation of cause-effect between two external 
objects cannot be determined by the cognition of fire, etc. 
(pp. 86-87). Jayarasi gives many more arguments to show that 
fire and smoke cannot be related as cause and effect (pp 87 ff). 


Two cognitions also cannot be determired to be related 
as Cause and effect; the effect cognition as determined by tks 
self-apprehension does not apprehend another cognition, and if 
it dozs not do this how can it know by what its nature was 
brought about, because cognition different from it is com- 
parable toa biSaca (evil spirit which is uncognised and therefore 
not known to be existent)? So cognition is not different from 
another cognition: and if they are non-different how can they 
be related as Cause and effect, because to say that a thing 
“Operates upon itself is self-contradictory ? (p. 93) 


Further, what is the object of inferential cognition—the 
unique Particular fire and the like, or real universa’ or unreal 
‘aiversal or a conceptual construction or its own portion? 
Or is it objectless 9 If it be said to have unique particular as its 
object then there would be no difference between perception 
and Inference; having the unique particular as its object even 
inferential cognition would be lucid, and the Buddhists them- 
Selves fegard it as not-lucid, and not others. 

Others say that the unique particular alone is of a distinct 
shape. If the Unique particular cognised by perception is very 
distinct and that cognised by inference is not distinct, this is the 
difference of the Svalaksan1 itself (and not of the cognitions ). 
One fire is Capable of Producing perception, whereas another fire 
is capable of Producing inference. If in respect of fire capable of 
producing Perceptual cognition there be inferential cognition, 
there might possibly be a difference between perception and 
inference. But the fire capable of producing inferential cognition 
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is a different one. It may be argued that on account of similarity 
in respect of object viz. unique particular, perception and 
inference are imagined to be non-different. But in that case 
the cognitions of odour, taste, etc., on account of their similarity 
in point of having a unique particular as the object, should 
all come to be non-different and all these cognitions should 
be called cognitions of odour or cognitions of taste. It may be 
urged that even though they have alike the unique particular 
as the object, they are termed ‘cognition of odour’ and the 
like with a view to convey the sub-divisions. The answer to 

this is that in that case even though perceptual and inferential 

cognitions have fire as the object they are called ‘ perceptual’ 

or ‘inferential’ in order to convey the sub-divisions. If it is 

argued that cognitions of odour, etc. are different on account 

of the difference of the respective sense-organs operating, 

then the difference between perception and inference should be 

explained on the basis of the difference between their Aaranas 

(special instruments) and on the basis of the difference between 

their objects. Hence the statement that inference has unique 

particular as its object is silly. 


Inference cannot have the real universal as its object, 
because there being its negation it cannot bring about its own 
cognition and so cannot be the object. It may be urged that 
unreal sa@manya is the object of inferential cognition as it is 
said that ‘universal is conceptual, its form being presented 
by the intellect’ ( vaikalpikam samanyam buddhyupadarsita- 
rapam’). But this also is not proper. How could an unreal 
samanya be the object of the intellect ?—By virtue of its mere 
existence, or co-production or by b.ing the producer and impress- 
ing its shape ? When all these are impossible because samanya 
is unreal, itremains to be shown how it could be said to be an 
‘object ’. If the s@manya were to be revealed in consciousness, 
even without being the producer and the like, ,then colour 
etc. also should not be imagined as giving rise to cognition, 


and colour etc. without bringing about cognition should be 
directly known. 
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Examining the contention of the Buddhists that inference 
proceeds to their determination or judgment after having 
identified the perceived and the conceived objects (‘drs ya-vikalp- 
yav arthay ekikrtya tad-adhyavasayena pravartate’), Jayarasi 
Says : The perceived is an external unique particular ©€.g. 
colour, etc.; the conceived is a shape superimposed by the 
intellect. What does their identification mean? Does it mean 
their ascertainment as non-different or that they are connected ? 
If it is said to mean their being produced as non-different 
the answer is that only an irresponsible person could talk of 
What is existent and what is non-existent being generated 
as non-different, And if they be generated as non- 
different, the existent would come to be non-existent, or the 
samanya would be real; and if it be real, inference would have 
svalaksana (unique particular ) as its object and it would not 
be Possible to distinguish between perception and _ inference.. 
if identification means that the perceived and the conceived 
are cognised as one, that is not proper. Is only one shape 
revealed Or a duality of shapes? If one shape is revealed 
or Cognised is it the perceived one or the conceived one? 
If it is the Perceived shape that is cognised, then inference 
would have the unique particular as its object, and so could 
nome Mistiieuished from ‘perception. If it is the conceived 
| shape that IS said to be cognised, the answer is that because 
‘ - devoid of all discernible character (upakhya@) and so 1s 
not an object Of reflection, it should be explained whether... * 
If it be Non—different (from unique particular) inference 
would have unique particular as the object, and it should not 
be said that the Superimposed universal is cognised: the univer- 
sal would come to be real... ses or there would be the contin- 
aon of the ‘areality of the perceived. If the conceived shape 
1S different then it should not be said that it is cognised through 
superimposition as there is a gap between unique particular 
and the concéived Shape. If it is contended that identification 
_means that the universal is connected with the unique parti- 





* The text is Jost here. 
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cular, that is not tenable, because the existent and the non-existent 
cannot be connected; connection is observed between two existent 
things, e.g. between eye and jar. 


If a duality of shapes—that of universal and that of unique 
particular—is cognised, then the shapes of the universal and 
the unique particular which are different from each other are 
cognised. And therefore it should not be said that inference 
proceeds to their judgment after having identified the 
perceived and the conceived objects If two distinct shapes are 
revealed then inference would have unique particular as its 
object, and it would not be possible to account for the dis- 
tinction between the two sources of cognition. It is not possible 
for the universal devoid of all discernible character ( upakhya ) 
to be cognised. Moreover, it is sald that in the cognition of 
fire produced by smoke, sa@manya of the form of exclusion of 
non-fire is revealed or cognised. Why is it not accepted as being © 
revealed in the form of exclusion of non-water ? Asa matter 
of fact, inferential cognition Is not generated so as to exclude 
non-water or to exclude non-fire and if it is not (-so ) 
generated, the rule of every cognition having its own specific 


object will not apply. 


Inferential cognition cannot be said to be objectless, 
because it has its own portion or aspect as its object. In the 
Buddhist view, there is no cognition which is objectless, 
because it arises as cognising itself. And if Knowledge were 
obectless, in respect of what would the cogniser make an 
effort or what would he try to avoid? There would be no 
activity. If it is argued that thinking that the cognition js 
generated by fire he starts walking in the direction of fire, 
then he would similarly start moving even when the COgnition 
of smoke is generated. Similarly, inference cannot be said to 
haveits own portion as the object as in that case there would 
not be difference between perceptionand inference as the 
cognised knowledge or consciousness is Of the character; of 
unique particular (svalaksana) (TPS, PP. 9C—93), 
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Jayarasi repudiates also inference based on identity as recog: 
nised by the Buddhists. It is not possible to ascertain the relation 
in its case, as there is no relation. A relation is seen between 
two different things which are connected: but there cannot 
possibly be a relation of One thing. Anityalva (non-eternality) 
is inferred from krtakatva (artificiality, a thing’s being created). 
Is krtakatva known or not known ? If it is not known, then 
how can a thing which is itself not known serve as a probans ? 
And if it is known, then is anityatva revealed in the cognition 
Of krtakatva or not ? if it is not revealed, how could 
there be identity between what is revealed and what is 
NOt Tevealed ? If it jg revealed, what is the use of 
inference ? When an act has been achieved, the instruments 
are useless, Otherwise, inference would be employed even 
for the cognition of krtakatva. If it is urged that krtakatva 
is already known, so inference is not employed, then is 
CnmyGiva, whieh is connected with its nature and known, 
known by means of inference ? The probans which is employed in 
respect of the known anityatvd. is 1t sometimes employed for 
the knowledge Of anityatva, sometimes for the exclusion of the 

superimposition of eternality (nityatva) and sometimes ‘for the 
Sake of the verbal expression of anityatva 4 If it is said to be 
for the knowledge of anityatva, anityatva is already known, so 
the attempt is meaningless. Ifit is said to be for the exclusion 


of superimposition, we ask : Is this exclusion 


3 of super- 
MPosition (samaropa- 


: vyavaccheda) non-distinct from anityatva 
or distinct from it ? If it be non- distinct, it would be known even 
by the Cognition of anityatva and another Proof would net be 
required for it. If it is distinct, is it a real entity or not ? If 
it be a real] entity, the krtakatva Present in Sabda (word) 
could not Possibly be identical with it: and if it be: indentical, 
it (Samaropa-vyavaccheda) would be known even on account of 
the cognition of krtakatva, and would not require inference for 
its cognition. If jt is anon-entity, is it brought about or made 
known ? It is not proper to say that it is brought about, for 
it which is devoid of discernible Character (upakhya@) cannot 
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possibly be brought about, and if it could be brought about 
there would be the contingency of its being real. It is not 
also proper to say that it. is made known, because krtakatva 
could not have any relation with it; and if it had relation 
with it, it would be real or krtakatva would be non-existent. 


It may be urged that the verbal expression ( vyavahara ) 
about anityata is brought about; one, who though conscious of 
krtakatva does not use the expression ‘anityata’ (i.e. does not 
say that the thing is anitya), is made to use this expression 
(vyavahara). In answer to this we ask: Is this vyavaha@ra non- 
different from anityata or different from it ? If it ( anityata- 
vyavahara) is non-different, it also turns out to bea case of 
inferential cognition. If it is different, is it caused by krtakatva 
or made known by it ? If it is caused, then the producer of 
Sabda (word, expression) will not be a special cause of inference. 
Ifit is said to be- made known, the relation with krtakatva - 
must be stated. It cannot be identity, because it (Artakatya) | 
is different from what is mace known It cannot also be of the 
nature of causality. Is the jar caused by the verbal expression 
or usage (vyavahara) or is vyavahara caused by the jar? The 
jar could not be caused by the vyavahara, because the jar existed 
Prior to its being called a jar (le. prior to Shata—vyavahara), 
If vyavahara is caused by jar, then this would be a case of 
karananumana (inference based on causality) and not Svabhaya- 
numana (inference based on causality). And even the Buddhists 
do not accept this. (T?S, pp. 108-109) 


Jayarasi has repudiated the concept of anupalabdhi (non- 
apprehension) while discussing the problem of avayavin (whole) 
(TPS, pp. 94-95). Thus Jayarasi has shown that inference accepted 
by the Buddhist as being based On causality and identity or 
non-apprehension is not tenable. He has repudiated the validity 
or even the very possibility of inference by showing that it 
cannot justifiably have any object, or be objectless, 


Let us see how Sriharsa tackles the problem of inference, 
He refutes the definition or signification of anumane (special 
instrument of inferential cognition—anumiyate anena itl), viz, 
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litga—paramarsa (consideration of the presence in the paksa 
Or minor term of the Hetu or middle term which is invariably 
concomitant with the séddhya or major term). What Is linga? 
If you say it signifies ‘being an attribute of the paksa, 
_ paksa is that in respect of which there is a doubt about the 
presence of the sadhya ( probandum ) ( sandigdha-sadhyadharma 
dharmi paksah). Is doubt (samsaya) an upalaksana (indicator) 
or visesana (qualifier) of the paksa.t2 If it be an upalaksana, 
linga-paramarsa (consideration or synthetic judgment) would 
be the anumana even when the sa@dhya (probandum ) or the 
determinant concomitant (vyapaka) has been actually perceived 
in the thing. Since doubt must be present in respect of the 
paksa, it must be its visesana. Paksa is a thing qualified by 
doubt, SO when on the rise of inferential cognition doubt 
perishes, the paksa qualified by it should also ferish, so in 
what would the sadhya reside? If the sa@dhya cannot reside 
ApS, dala be any activity in respect of the sadhya 
no such difficulty. F aS perished. It may be urged that there 1s 
qualified by doubt ‘ee ‘he smoke existing in the mountain as 
ee eee pana ee ee Is inferred in the mountain, and the 
demonstration of the a oe eae De 
of activity along with tha Aéeusides cae an tes Sap 
by doubt. This vaipggyis fon of the paksa qualified 
between the hery Sepia en! (difference of substrata ) 
entire paksa (paksa nahn a sean _ apie AD Lie 
the thing alone (devoid of nr Sealy y and the sadhya in 
The answerto this is that in that c ‘ eee ay acceptable. 
as signifying the presence In x al tle al iid 
the lingin (sadhya) would be yiseta Pgh pith pss 
the /itga is found in the qualified thin ( ys argued ° mt 
by doubt) it is certainly sie te 4 €.g. mountain qualified 
€ thing (e.g. mountain) 
there is not vaiyadhi- 
a Is not affected. The answer to this 
tat@ would not be a means of inferential 
wledge of the Presence in the thing of 


in which the s&dhya also resides, so 
karanya and concomit 
is that then paksa-dhary 
cognition. By the kno 











tet anid died ieee ee 
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the linga which is known to be invariably concomitant, there 
1S knowledge of the s@dhya in its generality in respect of it; 
but the sa@manya cannot be established without the particular, 
SO there will be knowiedge of the s@dhya in its particularity 
also. Hence the condition of paksadharmata (presence in the 
Paksa) is not essential for proving the sa@dhya either in its 
seneral or in its particular form. It can be said to be useful 
in so far as it averts the fault of siddha-sadhana ( proving 
What is already proved). But siddha-sadhana is not a fault in 
Svarthanumana (inference for oneself) as one employs inference 
In respect of the soul which is established by Sabda or verbal 
testimony, and those desirous of emancipation employ Sabda, 
aQnumana and dhyana (meditation or extra-ordinary perception) 
in respect of the knowledge of the soul. So paksadharmata is not 
an essential condition in the case of all inferential cognition. 
This also repudiates the condition regarding doubt. 


The definition of anumana (means of inferential cognition) 
may be modified to say that the Jifga is that which is the 
determinate concomitant (vyapya, pervaded), and its considera- 
tion is gnumana. We ask: Is the consideration of the vyapya 
in its essential nature the anumana or the consideration of it 
as. determinate concomitant ? It could not be the former 
because othetwise. the consideration of smoke, etc. (e.g. 
‘Mountain has smoke’) even by a mao who has not grasped 
the relation of invariable concomitance would be an anumana., 
Nor could it be the latter because the cognition. pertaining 
to vyapti (pervasion, €.8. ‘smoke is pervaded by fire’) would be 
anumana, as it necessarily cognises vyapyatva (that is to say 
it cognises that smoke ts pervaded by or invariably concomitant 
with fire). This also repudiates the epithets ‘second’ and 
‘third’, in the statement that the second linga-paramarsa (viz. 
‘wherever there is smoke, there is fire’) or the third Jinga- 
paramarsa (viz. This 1s possessed of smoke) is the anumana’”’, 
for if these be accepted, the second or the third cognition 
in the continuous cognition ‘Mountain has smoke’ would come to 
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be aiumina. And the synthetic judgment referring to both, viz. 
‘Smoke aad fire are determinate and determinant concomitants’ 
which. arises after the concomitance (of smoke and fire) has 
been perceived should also then be regarded as anumana. It 
cannot be accepted as an anumina, because there being no 
Goubt about'the sadhya, there is no paksa, and the probans 
abiding in it could not be a paksa-diarma (attribute of the 
paksa “ It may be urged that not being a paksa-dharma 
iS not a fault In svarthanumana, so the linga-paramarsa (e.g. 
‘Smoke and fire are. the determinate and the determinant 
concomitants’) which arises after the perception of vyapti is 
Cetlainly anumana. The answer to this is that if the said 
Paramarsa be accepted as anumdana, the cognition arising after 
It (eg. ‘Mountain has fire’) would have to be regarded as 
inferential or indirect cognition inasmuch as it is produced 
by anumana and as direct cognition because it is associated 
With the ense-organ.’ Thus one and the same cognition will 


have. to be regarded as direct and indirect-- which is self- 
contradictory, 


ce The definition may be attempted fo be modified thus: 
The consideration (paramarSa) of the vyapya (i.e. linga, probans) 
Which, does not have the vyapaka (sadhya, probandum) as its 
Object is aiumana, But there cannot be any cognition of the 
"Yap ya (pervaded) which does not refer to the vyapaka (pervader) 
also,..for we have the cognition of the vyapya in the form 
~ This is the byapya of that’; the vyapya (pervaded ) is always 
Cognised along with its pratiyogi (that whose ypyapya it is ); 
It Cannot be known without the knowledge of the vyapaka 
(pervader, determinant concomitant ); the yyapaka is always 
_ Fevealed as a qualifier (vigesana) in the cognition of the yyapya, 
otherwise the cognition of the qualified (visisia) would not be 
Possible in the absence of the cognition of the qualifier (visesana). 
It cannot also be said that the paramarsa of the vyyapya (linga) 
Which does Not have the vyapaka ( sadhya ) in its particularity 
as the object js anumana: otherwise in the case of a person 
who knows the association or concomitance of smoke and fire 
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On account of the instruction imparted by a reliable person 
Or due to its repeated apprehension, the yyapya-paramatsa, 
which arises from cogitation (vimarga) occurring at a lume 
when fire and smoke are not apprehended, will be anumana, 
because the vyapaka is not cognised in its particular form-.4n 
this cognition. It may be argued that not all cognitions, -but 
recognitory cognition (pratyabhijna) alone can be paramarsa. 
But this is not true, because in that case, the recognitory 
Cognition ‘This is the very same vyaptl which was cognised 
by means of the instruction of a reliable person or ‘by means 
of cogitation’ after having got the knowledge of vyapti by 
means of the instruction of a reliable person or by means of 
cogitation, would be anumana. It may be contended that only 
that paramarsa which cognises the vyapy4 (i.e. litga) in its 
particularity is anumana. Does this mean that it has as its 
object the particular smoke, subsistent in mountain, or that 
it has any individual smoke as its object ? In the former case, 
the definition will not apply to tbe consideration of the smoke 
in the forest etc. as it pertains to only the consideration 
of the smoke on the mountain. If the latter is accepted then 


“any individual smoke is also an object of recognition, and 


so the definition will apply to all such cases of recognition as 
are mentioned above. | 


Moreover, by reason of possession uf smoke, is the presence 
of fire on the mountain at any time whatsoever inferred pene 
presence of fire only at that time ? In the case of the first 
alternative, people will start operating with respect to fire at ome 
times also as wellas at that time. Nor is the second alternative 
proper because smoke is not known to be concomitant with 
the fire of that time but with fire 1n 1ts generality. It ie 
be urged that fire existing at the time of the smoke: ei 
certainly be inferred as time is undoubtedly apprehended ee 
the cognition of concomitance viz. ‘Whenever there jg a In 
there is fire’. This is not true. At some place the smoke Oke 
be found at another time also, so that other time algo ” ne 
time of the smoke’ and then the person interested * = 

IN fire 








ics 
Indian Dialect!© 


should act at that time also. It may be argued that what 1° 


f that smoke which Is the object ° 
© Person interested in fire'would not mak® 
me. The answer to this is : [f the definitio? 
48 tO refer to the different individual 
€ object of Paramarsa in each case, thé 
COfNition of vyapti is not with respect 
Co the Particular Smoke-individuals SO how could their respec” 
Live times be COgnised in inference 2 If it is said to refer to 
Just any individual IN respect of Which there has been the 
°Ncomitance then it is quite likely that there 
1 Cognition of hyapti in respect of smoke exjsting 
| € will be activity even at other 
| the time of the smoke on the 
Mountain. 


paramarsa and so th 
an effort at another tj 
be made go Narrow 
smokes which are th 
difficulty is that the 


be urged that the fire on the mountain can be 
gth of Paksadharmata also and not on 
at a specific time alone which as 
; incompetent I this respect. The answer 
that by Teason of the Paksa-dharmata of the heti, 
the fire of a place other than mountain and of a time other 
tablished: Only the probandum 
y be established. But fire can 


: her time. It may be urged that 
the thing Which js qualified by the time of the inferential 


Cognition or of the litiga and in respect of which there is a 
doubt as to the existence of the sadhya is the paksa: so the 
sadhya of that time is aPprehended by the inferential] cognition, 

aS present at another time can never be proved. 


(h the Passing a way of that time the thing 
qualified bw it Will also Vase TOVBzist, go how ean one act. 


confidently with Tespect to that Paksa? (There will not be 
any activity). [t May be argued here that the time of the linga 
in its particular form is not apprehended, but only the time of 
the litga in its &enerality is 4Pprehended in the paksa, and since 
the time of the smoke Continues to €xist there will certainly 


Certainly be Proved at anot 














~ ewes ee Ss Se. Fa a Bs oe! ass . 


Is Knowledge Possible ? 587 


be activity. The answer to this is that if the time of the smoke 
be regarded as a qualifier of the paksa then other times also 
could be times of smoke and there could be activity at ofher 
times also. If the time of that’smoke which is the object of 
paramarsa be said to be a qualifier of the paksa, then the 
paksadharmata should be cognised thus « ‘The mountain which 
is qualified by the time of ‘that’ smoke, has. smoke ”; this 
means that smoke partly resides 1n itself, as the ‘thing qualified 
by the time of the smoke which is the object of par@marsa 
is the paksa, and ‘the smoke which is the object of paramarsa’ 
is its dharma (attribute); there 1s partial . @tmasraya_ (self- 
dependence). Thus the concept of littga-paramarsa is shown 
to be self-condemned (KhKh, pp. pp. 347-353). 


Then Sriharsa repudiates vyapl which is the very basis 


of inference (KhKh, pp. 353 ff). What is vyapti? It cannot 
be defined as avinabhava, for does this mean that when one 
is non-absept, the other is present, or that when One is absent 
the other also is absent? If it has the former meaning, the 
presence of one when the other is present would be signified 
and then there should be vyapti (concomitance) between ‘earth’ 
and ‘ possibility of being cut by iron’ because the latter is 
present in a log of wood in which “earthiness ’ also is present 
( --but the two are not really concomitant because a diamond 
cannot be cut though it is earthy, constituted of earth ).*% It 
may be contended that occasional relation (Avacitka-sambandha) 
is not vyapli; vyapti signifies universal ( sarvatrika ) relation. 
But what is this universality of relation ? If it means ‘presence 
in all the individuals of that class’ this cannot be established 
upless all the individuals of that class are known, and all 
individuals cannot be particularly known because the contact 
of sense-organ and object required for the purpose would 
not be there in all cases To this it may be said that at the time 
of the cognition of vya@pti, all the individuals ofthat class are 
cognised by a sort of mental contact, called sa@manya-laksana- 
pratyasatti ; if without recognising samanya-laksana-pratyasatti 
one admits the cognition of vya@pti, it would be equivalent, as 
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Vacaspati Points ©bt, to the desire to havea son on the part 
of a young lady after having married an impotent person. The 
aiiswer to this is :<[y that case the person cognising vyapti by 
samanyalaksana-pratyasatti would be omniscient because ID 
COfnIsing the vyapri between prameyatva (cognisability) and 
abhidheyatva (Nameability) he would be knowing every know- 
, © everything. A rejoinder (pratikriya) * may be 
given that in Putting forth this Contingency of omniscience, 
the knowledge of everything was pre-—supposed, because unless a 
person has the awareness of everything he cannot have an idea 
| of omniscience, This is not Proper; the idea behind urging the 
contingency was that nothing should be unknown, whereas you 
are 1gnorant of what iS gOing On in my mind. It may be argued 
that when by samanyalaksana Pratyasatti all things are known 
as Knowable (prameya) they are known only as knowable not as 
having any other character, and so the contingency of omniscience 
urged is not justifiable. But even those other charactersare all 
knowable, so the contingency of omniscierice stands, and if 
you admit this then you who know all things as knowable 
should be able to tell what is i0 my mind and then [ shall have 
faith in you,”44 It may be urged that knowability is one single 
Character and that things may otherwise be quite different and 
May yet be one so far as knowability is concernd, and hence 
the things may remain unknown in their diversity of characters 
and yet be known inasmuch as they are knowable. To this 
Stiharsa answers that the class concept ‘knowable’ would 
include all knowables and so even the diversity of characters 
would be included in ‘knowable Z 


Again, assuming for the sake of argument, that all things 
of a class are cognised by samanyalaksana pratyasatti, what 
preof is there for the existence of a relation of invariable 
concomitance obtaining between them. If our senses themselves 
could observe such relations of concomitance, then there would 


ee 
a 


* Krtya is a spirit working havoc, and a pratikrtya is a spirit 
undoing or preventing this havoc. Here pratikrtya figuratively stands 
for pratibandi (rejoinder, retort). 
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be no error in the perception of these relations as the sense- 
Organs would cognise them rightly. But such errors are there 
and they are rectified later after contradiction. There js no 
way in which one can account for these. The causal aearene 
( sense-organ, s@manyaiaksana pratyasatti, etc. ) being the same 
One cannot say that some cognitions of yya@pti (e.g. of smoke 
and fire ) are true, whereas others ( e.g. earthiness and capability 
of being cut by iron) are false. It is well-nigh impossible 
to differentiate on the strength of the presence of defects and 
non-defects. The difference in the results also cannot help 
us to detect a difference in the causal apparatus. You cannot 
Say that in the case of smoke-fire the relation is a universal 
one whereas in the case of earthiness and possibility of being 
cut by iron it is an- occasional one, because at the time of 
the cognition of vyapti, the future relation is absent and so 
cannot produce this cognition. If it is said that in its general 
Character the relation of the individuals of the two classes 
(e.g. smoke and fire ) is certainly present before the cognition 
of the relation, this holds good in the case of both true and 
erroneous cognitions of the relation. Even the relation of 
parthivatva ( earthiness ) and lohalekhyatva ( possibility of being 
Cut by iron) is certainly present in its general form in wood 
etc. otherwise if this relation were not present anywhere even 
erroneous cognition would not be possible. 


It may be urged that on the strength of the difference 
in the result, a different cause can beinferred for the erroneous 
Cognition of relation—a cause different from the cause of the 
Cognition of universal relation Will thisdifferent cause that is 
imagined be an accessory of the sense-organs or quite a different 
instrument? Itcannot be the former because there is no proof 
that the sense-organs are instruments of knowledge in respect 
of the portion of the relation which pertains to past and future 
things. On the contrary even when the sense—organs have ceased 
to operate, a person who cogitates, ‘If smoke and fire were not 
concomitant they would not bsrepeatedly perceived. together’, 
is found to have determinate knowledge of the concomitance 
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of two things which were previously known to be related to 
each other. The mind may be functioning as a sense-organ 
even when the other sense—organs have stopped functioning, but 
that makes no difference, as we know that like the other sense- 
organs eye, etc. the mind is instrumental !n bringing about 
the cognition of concom‘tance, But if it is intended to remove 
all faults by assuming certain accessory Causes, there 1S no 
proof relying on which one could hold thai the mind is the 
karana, special instrument; in the bringing about of the cogni- 
tion of the relation it is just one of the causes like the eye, 
and the Jike. If, as in perceptual cognition, eye or the like 
Sense-organ is a karana, so in the cognition of the relation 
of universal concomitance, a karana different from the mind 
is assumed, then if the cognition of relation is direct, a 
seventh sense-organ will have to be recognised, and if it be 
indirect (i.e. non- -sensuous ) a seventh pramdna ( means of 
proof ) will. have to be recognised, because being entirely 
independent. of vyapti, etc. (the karanas in the five cognitions, 
inferential, etc. other than perceptual ), it will be different 
from linga (reason ),.etc. and this will go against the tenets 
of the Nyaya system—the ‘check’ apasiddhanta can therefore 
be applied. If the mind js regarded as the karana then even 
in the case of cognition by the eyes, etc. the eye, ete will not be 
the Aaranas because even there as in the apprehension of 
pleasure, etc. the mind can be the karana and the eyes etc. only 
accessories. The second alternative that the special cause 
is different from the above sense-organs, cannot similarly be 
upheld, because there would be the contingency of recognising a 


seventh sense-organ or a seventh means of proof (pramana), 
KhKb, pp. 353- 358). 


Then, it may be said, let vyapti mean avinabhava, the 
absence of one when the other is absent. When one thing 
being absent, the other is present, the relation between them 
is that of vin@bhava (separate existence ); the negation of this 
is avinabhava, which means that when one is absent, the other 
also is absent. But such a definition is faulty, for it can apply 
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to those cases where there is no real invariable concomitance. 
For instance, there is not vy@pti between parthivatva and loha- 
lekhyatya, yet in akasa (ether ), there is the absence of both, 
so according to the above definition they could be regarded 
as concomitant. It may be urged that concomitance cannot be 
determined by a single instance of co-absence, it must be 
approved that in all instances of the absence of the one (e.g. 
fire ), there is also the absence of the other(e.g. smoke ), But 
it is as difficult to ascertain universal co-absence as it 1s to 
ascertain universal co-presence. And if it is possible, then let 
there be the ascertainment of universal co-presence, rather than 
the unnecessarily crooked or round-about ascertainment of 
universal co absence .*° 


Some define vyapfi as the co-presence of two things in 
respect of which there is evidence against the presence of one 
(probans) in a substrate (vipaksa ) where the other ( proban- 
dum ) is absent ( yatra vipakse vrttau hetau badhakam asti 
tayor anvayo vyaptir iti kecit.—&hKh, p. 359 ). But it is not 
possible to determine the impossibility of the presence of the. 
probans where the probandum is absent—by sense—perception 
(which cannot cogaise past, future and distant things ), 
inference (which itself involves concomitance) or by any other 
source of knowledge (KhKh, pp. 389-363). Tarka (hypothetical. 
reasoning) also is not capable of determining the impossibility 
of the presence of the probans where the probandum is absent. 
Tarka itself is based on vyapti, so this would involve the 
contingency of mutual dependence (anyonyasraya). Moreover, 
this second vyapti would require for its determination another 
tarka which again would be based on vy@pti and so on ad 
infinitum—the fault of anavastha ( vicious infinite series). If 
tarka is not accepted as rooted in vydapti, it will have a rather 
slender root ( mala-saithilya ) as vyyapti alone can serve as 
its firm root, and it will be a case of tarkabhasa. 

It may be urged that there will not be this difficulty, because 
the tarka required to confirm the vyapti requires uothing to 

I-75 
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confirm it. The tarka is: “If smoke is not regarded as 
concomitant with fire, then smoke being causeless would either 
be eternal or not exist at all.” A further farka is not required 
to determine or corroborate the yyapt underlying this (ark, 
because if you doubt it, you will contradict your own practical 
experience. The practical rule is that doub:s can be entertained 
only so long as such entertainment of doubts iscompatible with 


practical behaviour, and does not contradict one’s own a 

activities or experience. Thus tarka which is the final evi 
‘ Pope ee re . 

wherever there is doubt must be regarded as determining the 


Impossibility of the presence of the probans where the proban- 
dum is absent.46 


The answer to this is that we would never raise a 
doubt like ‘If smoke and fire were not invariably concomitant, 
there would not be the relation of effect and cause between 
them or smoke would be causeless’, so that this could be 
incompatible with our experience. On the contrary, we would 
raise this doubt, “Smoke might very well arise from a cause 
different from fire also andin that case smoke would not be 
invariably Concomitant with fire.” It might be argued here 
that in that Case all smokes would not be of the-same class, 
as they are actually found to be. But are not cognitions of 
the same class Whether they be generated by the sense-organs 
oF by the means of inferential] cognition and the Jike? This 
is true of smoke ‘also. ‘It may be urged that in the case of 
cognition ( j7ana ) the sense-organs etc. are responsibe for 
the sub-classes Or species ( avantara-samanya ), directness 
( saksatkaritya ),ete , and not for the class-character knowledge 
( jmanatva ). But in that case, some factor present in all cases 
as responsible for Ji@natva will have to be mentioned in order 
to avert the contingency of the accidental character of ja@natva. 
And we can Similarly say that fire is responsible for some 

particularity ( visesa ) of smoke and not for the generality 
‘smokeness’ ( dhimatya ) lt cannot be rejoined that no parti- 
cularity is noticed in smoke which could be said to have been. 
brought about by fire, because this non—awareness can be 
explained on the Strength of the non-perception of the species 
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( avantara—jati ) in the case of smoke due to certain other 
Circumstances. That is to say, we have not had the occasion 
to perceive a particularity of smoke brought about by a cause 
Other than fire, and so the particularity of smoke brought 
about by fire is not noticed. But when the particularity brought 
about by another cause is observed, the question as to what 
is responsible for the generality dhamatva will certainty be 
raised. Nothing can come in the way of this possibility. 


It may be suggested that the contact of soul and mind 
is a common cause in the generation of all cognitions which 
accounts for their jr@natva, whereas no such cause other than 
fire is found which could generate all smokes and account for 
‘smokeness’ (dhamatva). Butif what is generated by the contact of 
soul and mind be cognition, then desire and the like also would 
have to be regarded as cognition, Ifa particular unseen (adrsta- 
viSesa) or a particular potency (Saktivisesa) or the generality 
jaanatva or the prior negation ( pragabhava ) of cognition 
be regarded as the common cause of all cognition, then even 
in the case of smoke when smoke and fire are not conconiitant, 
these can account for the generality smokeness ( dhiimatya ) 
of smokes, and fire, etc. can be responsible for their particularity, 
There may be cases where smoke and fire are not co-present 
though we may notat present be aware of these. The pramana- 
vadin ( one who recognises the validity Of pramanas) may 
be tempted to say : “If you go on doubting in this way, 
you will never be able to employ any tnference Unless you 
infer the existence of a soul in your opponent in adebate you 
Will not be able to discuss with him. And if you infer the exist- 
ence of his soul, you will have a doubt about your inference, 
and this will contradict your OWn activity or behaviour 
(svakriyayyaghata ), Thus you will yourself be subject to the 
fault of vyaghata ( contradiction ) urged above.”’ The rejoinder 
to this is : ‘‘Do you want to suggest that even when there is a 
doubt as to the concomitance, the inferenitial cognition is true ? 
But you yourself admit the fallacy of Sankitopadhi (the doubt 
of an adventitious factor ) intervening between the probans and 
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the Probandum and bringing about their concomitance. Or do 
yOu want to suggest that even a defective anumana ( instrument 
of inference) is a special instrument of valid inferential 
cognition ? In that case as the inferential cognition of fire 
from. smoke is valid so the inferential cognition from 
fire of its Causes, grass, fuel, stone ( mani)etc. would have to 
be regarded as valid. When the causal apparatus—the presence | 
of the Probans in the minor term (paksa), doubt as to the | 
COncomitance of the probans and the probandum and the like— | 
is the same, we canuot say that the inferential cognition of 
fire from smoke is valid, and that of grass, etc. from fire 
(€.2. ‘ This Place has grass, because it has fire’) is invalid. If 
simply out of fear of vydghata (contradiction of practical 
©xperience) you do not allow doubt to atise even though the | 
Causal factors giving rise to jt, viz. perception of common , 
attributes, non-perception of particular feature, etc. are present, | 
then you also are faced with. the difficulty of vyaghata as you 
make efforts to produce or bring together the causal aggregate 
In the form of words, etc. to give rise to knowledge or conviction 
In Others and in Spite of that the result is not achieved.” * 
: Udayana argues that if you entertain a doubt that it 
< Possible that there may be instances at other places and 
times in which the concomitance recognised between two things 
may not be found to be true, then for the confirmation of this 
’yapti, an anumana will be necessary, since knowledge of other 
Places and times must beacquired by inference as perception 
= always roncerned with perceptible things here and now. So 
doubt itself Proves the necessity of inference. If such an 
exaggerated doubt be considered illegitimate there is no obstruc- 
{ion In the way of infere ace. Doubts can be entertained only 
so long as such entertainment of doubts is compatible with 
our practical €xperience and tarka brings an end to doubts : 
“Sanka ced anumasty eva na cece chanka tatastaram. 
vyaghatavadhir aganka tarkah sankavadhir matah. 
Se ae i Fils eal nn (Nyaya-kusumaijali 3.7 ) 
* Srjharsa has refuted the concept of vyaghata in the fourth pariccheda in 
the context of the refutation of tarkq. 
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Sriharsa gives arejoinder by a slight change in the worcs 
of Udayana to theeffect: If there is vya@ghata (contradiction ) 
there must be doubt ( because there cannot be vyaghata without 
doubt ). If there is no vy@gha@fa then in the absence of an 
obstructive factor, doubt prevails all the more. How could doubt 
be said to end finally with vya@gh@ta or how could tarka be said 
to bring an end to doubt (when doubt prevails even in respect 
of vyapti, the very basis of tarka)? (“vyaghato yadi. sanka'st’ 
na cec chanka tatastaram. vyaghatayadhir asanka tarkah 
Sankavadhih kutah.—K\Kh., p. 3:0). Thus tarka cannot remove 
doubts and ascertain vy@pii. 

Others define vya@pri as a natural relationship ( svabhavikah 
sambandhah ). But we may ask whose natural relationship it 
is. Is it of the things related or of other things? If it is of 
other things then the position will be reversed; that is to say, 
there will be vyapti of unrelated things alone. If it 1s said to 
be the natural relationship of related things, what is meant by 
‘natural’ ? Does it mean (/) that tne relation subsists in the very 
svabhava (nature) of the related things, (e g. ‘hotness’ subsisting 
in the svabhava of fire), or (ii) that it 1s produced by the svabhava 
of the related things (e.g. the fructification of trees being brought 
about by spring is natural to it), or (i) that it is not different 
from the svabhava constituting the relatedness—(that is to say, 
vyapti is identical with relation which is their very nature) or 
(iv) it is pervaded by (or is the determinate concomitant of ) 
the svabhaya of the related things; or (v) thatit ts not brought 
about by anything other than the svabhava of the related 

things; or (vi) is it meant to be something else ?*" 

If it has the first meaning, then parthivatva and 
lohalekhyatya also will become invariably concomitant, 
because Johalekhyatva is found with parthivatva. If it 1s 
understood as produced by the syvabhava of the related things, 
then the definition will be either too wide or too narrow. 
For instance, vyapli between smoke and ass will have to be 
accepted because the relation between the two 1s produced by 
them (—the fault of ativyapti; the definition will be too wide); 
and the relation of samavaya (inherence) In the same substrate 
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in the case of cpio and taste cannot then be considered as 
vyapti because it is not produced by them (—-the fault of 
avyapti, the definition will be too narrow). Hence also the 
third interpretation is not tenable; as the definition will 
taen apply to the relation of the surface of the ground and 
negation of Jar (ghalabhava) and will not apply to the relation 
of smoke and fire. The fourth interpretation too is not proper 
because unless vy@pii is defined vyadpyatva cannot be explained; 
there would be adimasraya. Moreover, if the relation is regarded 
as less extensive or pervaded, then the more extensive (pervading) 
related things will be found in more places than the relation and 
there will be nothing to guarantee the inference of one thing from 
the Perception of the other. That is to say, there will be vyapti 
between relation and the related things, but not between the 
related things themselves, so one wili not be able to infer one 
thing from the Other. ‘ Sva@bhavika’ cannot also have the fifth 
meaning, ‘not brought about by anything other than the 
Svabhava of the related things’. If ‘not brought about’ means that 
It is ‘not Produced’, then this amounts to the relation being 
UNproduced j.e. eternal and then the qualification ‘by a thing 
other than’ wil] become Superfiuous, because what is unproduced 
is not Produced even by the svabhava of the related things. 
Even if it is regarded as a produced relation its nature will net 
be established, as it is nowhere to be found that a relation is 
evnerated Gnly by the two related things All generated things 
are generated by the causal apparatus and so ultimately it 
will have to be admitted that the relation is produced by time, 
PACS, adr Siar ete. alse. Moreover if ‘Prayukta’ means ‘janya’ 
(produced), the definition will not apply to unproduced relation, 
e.g. inherence of colour and taste in one substrate, and the 
definition will be too narrow (avyaptidosa). The sixth inter- 
pretation also jis Not proper as it is not possible to explain 
it. Still it is necessary to put forth an alternative like this last 
one to avoid the possible doubt of the fault of nyafnatva, that is 
to say, to avert the charge of the opponent that all possible 
alternative interpreiations have not been discussed and refuted, 
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and that his own view falls outside the alternatives mentioned 
and so stands unrefuted (KhKh, pp. 370-371). 

Stil another definition of vyapti is :‘Vyapti is a relation 
Which is not adventitious ’ (anaupadhikah  sambandho 
ywaptih) What is upadhi, freedom from which amounts to 
‘Non-adventitiousness’ ? ‘* Upadhi (conditional circumstance or 
adventitious factor) is that which being more extensive than 
the probandum is less extensive than the probans” (sadhya- 
vyapakatve sati sadhanavyapakah.—KhKh, p. 372). This is the 
substance derived negatively from Udayana’s definition, that 
“Of the probans and the third factor (which is recognised as 
the uwpadhi), the two being unrelated, that is the wpadhi whose 
negation is pervaded by the negation of the probandum when 
the relation of one (i.e. the probans) with the probandum 
is to be cognised.*% Connection with moist fuel, for instance, 
isthe wpadhi in the inference of smoke from fire, just as japa 
flower responsible for the appearance of redness in crystal is 
cailed an upadii. It is said that a probans associated with an 
upadhican never prove the probandum. £ven if there is the 
Slightest suspicion of this upadhi, the probandum cannot be 
determined by the probans Sriharsa’s rejoinder is that according 
to this definition, even paksetaratva ‘being other than the 
minor term’ would become an upadhi and this being present 
in all inferences, no inference would ever be possible. Moreover, 
unless vyapti has been defined one cannot say that the wpadhi 
1S sadhanavyapaka (less extensive than or pervaded by the 
Probans ) and sadhya-vyapaka (more extensive than or the 
Pervader of the probandum). Thus conditionality (aupadhikatyva) 
of relations cannot be determined without the knowledge of the 
nature of vyapri (invariable concomitance) and this latter can not 
be determined without a previous determination of the condi- 
tionality or otherwise of relations (KhK4, pp. 371 ff). 
| Thus it is not possible to explain vy@pti, and so to accept 
its truth. 

Some logicians believe that yyapti and paksadharmata 
(presence of the probans in the minor term) jointly give rise 
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to inferential cognition. We ask : what is this paks~, being 
the attribute of which is said to be paksa-dharmata ? Paksa 
is defined as the thing in respect of which the attribute which 
is the probandum is desired to be proved (sisadhayisita-sadhya- 
dharma dharmi—\KhKh, p. 382). Is desire to prove (sis@dhayisa) 
the desire to communicate (pratipipadayisa) or the desire to 
know ( pratipitsa )? In either case the definition will be too 
harrow as it will not apply to inference for oneself, in which 
in Some cases there is not even the desire to know (as for | 
instance in ‘Rotten meat must have a bad taste as it gives out 
smell’ satitamamsar kutsitarasavat asurabhigandhavattvat). | 
Paksa cannot also be defined as that in respect of which | 
the attribute is not known or determined (anavadharita-dharma | 
dharmi paksah—Khk h, p. 383). Like the probandum the probans | 
also is an attribute of the paksaard if it also be not known, | 
there could not be litgaparamarS§a (consideration of the probans, 
which is concomitant with the probandum, as present in the 
paksa) and consequently inferential cognition would be impossi- 
ble as linga—paramaréga is the cause of inferential cognition. And 
if the probans be known as an attribute of the paksa, the above 
definition of the Paksa would no longer be true The definition 
may be attempted to be modified as follows : Paksa is that 
in respect of Which the object of the probans i.e. the 
Probandum) is not known as an attribute ( anavadharitahetu- 
visayadharma dharmi paksah.—KhKh, p. 383). But to whom is 
it not known? It surely could not be unknown to the man 
Who sets forth the inference for he would not then be able 
to demonstrate it to the other party by means of a syllogism; 
that is to Say, inference for others (pararthanumana) would 
be impossible, [t cannot also be said to be necessarily unknown 
to the other party, because even in respect of a thing that is 
known to both Parties, there is seen to be the use of inference 
in debates in order to show off the respective excellence of 
knowledge. Moreover, is this the absence of knowledge of an 
attribute which is the Object of just any probans or of the 
probans adduced by the debater ? The former alternative 1S 
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not true, because even when there is definite knowledge of 
fire, the mountain would, according to this, be a paksa 
because there is absence of knowledge of a number of 
attributes, the objects of different /retus (reasons). The 
second alternative also is not true, because even when 
fire is known as an attribute of the mountain, the latter can 
be a paksa in respect of the darkness, location, etc. which 
can be inferred from the /eru ( probans ) smoke and so are 
its objects. And even other hetws are employed by the debater 
at some time or the other. If it is specifically pointed out 
that that is the paksa in respect of which a particular attribute 
is not known, then the definition will become too narrow and 
a different definition will be required for each different set 
of probans and probandum. A definition will have to be 
provided for the paksa of each and every inference. There will 
also be the fault of mutual dependence (anyonya@sraya) as the 
hetu is defined as that which is concomitant with the probandum 
and which subsists in the paksa, and paksa is defined as having 
an attribute which is the object of the probans.*® 

The probans is not stated in inference for oneself, so 
there being no paksa there will not be inferential cognition; 
and in the case of a contrary reason ( viruddha—hetu ) there 
will be negation of pak sa—dharmata, because there the probandum 
+s not the object of the probans. It may be urged that since 
the probans is concomitant with what is opposed to the 
probandum, it is regarded as fallacious and the inference is 
rendered invalid even on account of this. The answer to this 
+s that virodha is directly a fault of the Hetu and not through 
the paksa. — . 

- This also repudiates the definitions that paksa is that in 
respect of which there is a doubt about the probandum being 
its attribute and the probandum is that which is the object of 
the cognition produced by inference for oneself or for others.*° 

“Or paksa may bg what you like, but what is 
paksadharmata 2”’ | 

I-76 
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It is said to Signify 


Presence in the paksa ( paksasritate ) 
But in that case pram 


<yatva (cognisability) will not remain 4 
Probans for the Naiyayikas, They do not regard prameyatv® 
Which is of the nature of the relation of object and subje?! 
(visaya-visayin) as distinct from the nature of the knowable (jney? 
gud knowledge (Jnana), and these jnmeya and jnana cannot reside 
paksa here, every paksa being a jmeya). FOr 


Instance, in the inference, ‘Jar is nameable, because it is knoW 
able’ (vacyo ghatah Prameyatvat), knowability of the nature © 
jar and 


(tS Cognition cannot reside in jar as a thing canno 
be its own Substrate und c 


Ognition cannot subsist in anythin’ 
but the soul, so there will not be paksadharmata.®} The definitio? 
Will thus be too Narrow. It may be urged that paksadharmat@ 
Signifies the COMpetence of the pervaded i.e. probans (vyapya) tO 
restrict to the Particular (mountain and the like) the knowled8” 
Which is envisaged in gtasping the pervader or probanduM™ 
(“yGpaka) in its universality on the Strength of ypapri.52 But 
this is not true, because cognition of the universal] js not 
Possible: without the cognition of the particular, just ai 
Knowledge of wyapti (e.g, whatever has smoke has fire ) 15 
not Impossible Without the Cognition of the particulars. If 
the knowledge Of universa’ is really impossible without that 
of Particulars th- acquisition of -this latter knowledge will be 
dge derived through vyapti (ice. a case of 
edge-the cases of arthapatti being according 
to the Naiyayika cases of inference), As a matter of fact, if 
the Knowledge of universal does really stand in need of that 
of Particulars, we Will have the undesirable contingency either 
of the type of ‘interrupted Operation’ (viramya vyaparapatti) oF 
of the type of Necessity of ‘Positing an additional instrument of 
valid cognition’ (mantntaratvanarti) (The first type of undesirable 
contingency will arise if jit jg held that the knowledge of 
universal first comes into existence and is then followed by 
that of particulars; the second type will arise if it is held 
that the knowledge of universal not being tenable gives rise 


to that of particulars,—Sankara Misra), 
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If the particularity of the probandum is established by 
paksadharmata, then on perceiving fire by the eye after 
its inference, or on perceiving two men -after having 


inferred the existence of a man from his voice, there should ~ 


not be the doubt, ‘Is this the same particular fire as was 
‘inferred or is it another ?’ or ‘Is this the man who was inferred 
or is it the other one?’ It may be urged that there is such 
a doubt because previously there was not the perception of the 
particular or specific character. Then it can as well be said 
that afterwards (i.e. at the time of doubt ) the perception of 
the specific character is already there and so there should not 
be doubt. But the doubt is there (KhKh, pp 382-385). That is 
to say, knowledge of particular is not possible with the help 
of inference. vain 


Thus vyapti and paksadharmata which are regarded as the 
special causes of inferential cognition cannot be explained and so 
inference cannot be explained. Thus the source of knowledge 


called inference (anum@na) is repudiated. °5 


Sriharsa has, besides repudiating the pramanas, however 
strange it may seem, similarly refuted even hetvabhasas (fallacies 
of reason) ( Khish, pp. 415 ff) and nigrahasihanas as also 
other faults of reasoning and debating. This shows that the 
Tattvopaplavavadins on the one hand, and the Anirvacaniyata- 
vadins ( those who say that the absolute is beyond expression, 
and everything else is indefinable and-so unreal-the Madhyamikas 
and the Kevaladvaitins ) on the other challenge the concepts 
of truth and error, validity and invalidity which are usually 
admitted by the other philosophers. They hold that nothing 
can be known by means of the empirical sources of know: 
ledge. The sceptics do not recognise any teality, while the 


absolutists admit a non-dual ultimate principle which can 


- be realised by the highest spiritual experience alone, but which 


the empirical sources of knowledge cannot grasp and which 
cannot be described in terms of empirical concepts and 
conventional symbols—products of the discursive intellect 
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But then a very honest and pertinent question can De 
asked: How can the thinkers of other schools of though! 
discuss with such sceptics and how can the latter refute the 
views of other Schools of thought if they do not recognls’ 


; «itl 
any of the SOurces of knowledge or the standards of trutl 
and error or Subscribe to 


any philosohical doctrine? 

Stiharsa has in his Khandana-khanda-khadya raised this 
very question before Starting to confute the categories of the 
Nyaya System, especially those pertaining to, and connected 
with, Knowledge. Hoy Is a debate or a discussion possible 
Without both the parties recognising the Well-known sources 
of Knowledge (praminas)? Some are of the view what pramanas 
and the like being established as the accepted Principles OF 
sets ef althe sctionlé of thought they should be recognised 
by both Parties jin a debate, otherwise discourse would 
be impossible. Others (-the absolutists and the sceptics ) do 
‘HOt agree with this. On what ground could it be said that 
both Patties in a debate should recognise the reality of the 
Pramanas etc.) (L) Is it so because the two parties not recognising 
these Could Possibly Carry On their controversy or debate which 
1S MVariably Connected with the simultaneity of acceptance, so 
that Whoever js a debater must always be one who recognises 
the reality of Pramanas, ete? (2) Or because pramanas, 
Sg. are the Causes in respect of the controversy .to be 
Carried on by the two. parties ? (3) Or because they are 
Popularly accepted ? (4) Or if they are not recognised even 
those Ordinary Petsons who know nothing of these could be 
Said to be able to determine the truth and to attain victory— 
Which is absurd (that is to say, because the resultsof a contro- 


VeTsy Cannot be attained without the recognition of pramanas, 
Clc.) 254, | 


The first Cannot be a sound reason, as there are known 
to have been debates and discussions | With and between 
Lokayatikas and Madhyamikas who do not recognise these; 
and if such conversation a..d discussions on their part were 
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impossible, ‘Why did you take pains to refute them?’ Wonderful 


is this mantra (charm) in the form of pon-acceptance of the 


reality of pramanas, etc. meant for silencing speech,under whose 
influence the Loka@yatika-saitras were not composed by revered 
Brhaspati, the tenets of the Madbyamikas were not taught by 
Buddha, or a commentary was not written by Sankara on the 
Sitras of Badarayana: (tbat is tosay, these were undoubtedly 
accomplished so it does not follow that une who does not 
recognise the pramanas cannot speak or discuss). It may be urged 
that even those who do not recognise the pramanas and the like 
may give expression to their stand—point, but simply on account 
of this their utterances will not be competent to establish or 
confute anything. But this is not true. Non—acceptance of the 
reality of pramanas, etc. is not a factor deciding ineffectuality 


in respect of proving or confuting; the deciding factor, on 


the other hand, is that these utterances should be possessed 
of the characteristics of a valid statement in order to be 
able to prove or confute anything, or possessed of the 
characteristics of a fallacious or invalid statement (i.e. 
nigrahasthana, jati ) in order to be ineffectual in this respect. 
It is this tbat is acceptable to all. It is a known fact that 
even if both the parties in a debate admit the reality of pramanas, 
etc. the view or thesis of one party is refuted by the members 
of the other party who are the adherents ofa different school 
of thought. This shows that merely acceptance of pramanas, 
etc. cannot make utterances effectual or sound; and even one 
who does not recognise the reality of pramanas, ete. cannot 
be said to be defeated unless the opponent detects some flaw 
in his argument. Merely saying, though it be a hundred times, 
that the opponent is carrying on the debate without recognising 
Pramanas, etc. will carry no weight in respect of the result 


of the controversy. If thisis an arbitrary criterion, the sceptic 


can as well say that the statements of a person who recognises 


the reality of pramdanas, etc. will invariably be invalid simply 
because he recognises the reality of these. 


It may be urged that in the absence of Pramanas there 


would be no debate and there would be no question of 
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refutation and 
_dep2ndent on 
Saying : 


the like as all assertions and negations are 
the pramanas. The sceptic answers this 
“Weé do not insist that One must start the controve! 
Or debate only after admitting that there are no pramana’ 
We only say that just as you enier into a debate believ P= 
in their reality, there may be some debaters who are indiffere? 
as to tbe reality or unreality of pramanas etc. and Y° 
they can carry on the discussion. Otherwise it would not 
even possible to find fault with our position by fathering oP 
us the view that pramanas, etc. have no-reality. What rul¢ ° 
limit (Maryad@) is this debate subject to on the basis st 
Which you are refuting us? Is it that (i) both parties mus 
admit the reality of prama&nas, etc. or that (i) both partie? 
Must admit their unreality, or that (i/i) one party must adv! 
their reality and the other their unreality ? The first is no! 
acceptable for the charge of a debate not being possible 
has no scope in respect of one who admits the reality 
of the promanas and the like. In the second case, you 
Will yourself be in a difficult position for it will mean that 
YOu also do not recognise them. The third also jis not tru? 
for in the same way other debates also can be carrie 
On. The rules Of a debate should, as a matter of fact, be such 
as aTe acceptable to all—these rules are those pertaining to the 
Uime-limit, the selection of judges and the like. In the absence 
of such rules applicable and acceptable to both the parties 10 
a debate, the Opponent also would according to his own whim 
Point out some flaw in your expression, and it would be 
difficult to decide to whom the victory should go. For instance, 
if there were no conventional prohibitions of utterances like 
Mum, Fat, ete, or if there were not rules regarding expression 
elc. to be observed by. both parties any kind of expression 
could be Objected to and made a ground of censure or defeat. 
And one who admits the reality of the pramanas, etc. has this 
extra burden on him over and above the acceptance of the 
common rules. It follows therefore, that you have urged this 
objection against me in a debate which is subject to the rules 








| ‘cS 
Indian pialec! 


sf 


>= 


ee en ee ew oe a SS aS, SE ee ae ae 





Is Knowledge Possible ? 605 
pertaining to time etc., irrespective of whether the reality or 
unreality of pramanas etc., is recognised. Thus arguing ina 
debate which is carried on irrespective of the reality or other- 
wise of pramanas, etc., you tell me that there cannot be a 
debate without the recognition of the reality of pramanas, 
etc., which means that you cannot decide what your own stand 
is and so you cannot even distantly hope to understand the 
stand- -point of others.” The sum and substance of this is that 
the sceptic says that he is indifferent as to the reality of 
pramanas, etc., the pramanavadin, on the other hand, ascribes 
to him the view that there are no pramanas. 


The pramanayadin may retort; “It is not our intention 
to debar a sceptic from debates by saying that he who does 
not recognise pramdnas, etc. cannot enter into a debate, 
after having entered into a debate with him. We are only 
trying toimpress upon our pupils. and followers that one who 
does not recognise pramdaras, etc. has no right to enter into 
a discussion. It is because of this that Vatsyayana has said, 
‘If on being questoned about the purpose, fe accepts it’; he 
has not used the expression, ‘you accept it’.”’ But this is not 
convincing. The pramanavadin will to have explain to his pupil: 
‘This is the drawback of the Lokayatikas and the like’. This 
drawback could be pointed out in a debate which would have to 
be initiated without admitting the reality of pramanas, etc. Thus 
if the Lokayatikas and the like have access to a debate, then it is 
contradictory to say that they noright to enter into a debate: 
and if they have no right this check could be applied only 
in a debate which must be initiated irrespective of the stand 
that they have no right to discuss ( KhKh, pp. 6-13 ), 

The second reason that pramanas, etc. are the causes of 
debate is also not acceptable. If there were no debates 
with or among thinkers denying the reality of pramanas, etc., 
then alone could it be said that pramanas, etc. are the causes 
of the debate carried on by debaters. As we have seen, 
it is not possible to deny the debates carried on by the 
Madhyamikas and other sceptical thinkers. It may be urged 
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“Dp - of 
ramatias, etc. are teal because they are the causes 


debate between two debating parties and a cause is alway” 
an Immediately Preceding existent thing ( niyata-piirvable 
sat), and because they are real they are recognised, as th! 
established practice is that what ‘is real is recognise 

This is not true. What rules and limits is the debal® 
subject to in which it is established 
are the causes 

because they are 
could be carried 
Pramanas, ete 

on; | : 
Sray 


that the pramanas ett 
of the debate of the debaters, and th4 
real they are recognised? If this debat® 
on éven before determining the reality © 
Other debates could be similarly carrie’ 
there would be the fault of mutual dependence ( anyony® 
a ).if it is Said that the recognition of pramanas, e'©’ 


depends On a debate which in its tarn can proceed only } 
Pramanas, etc. are recognised. 


Those Wishing to determine the truth or to defeat the riva! 
Party in a debate should admit before the debate start 
Only as much as is simply necessary for achieving their end: 
and this js Possible in fhe case of either party if they only 
fx the ry] 
actually done. These fulesare : ‘The proponent should employ 
Pramanas and tarka; the opponent similarly should point out 
ee the proponent one of the nigrahasthanas such as pratijn@& 
hani and the like, which are indicative of the negation of truth. 
If the nigrahasthang is properly urged by the opponent, the 
Proponent should be declared defeated, and if the opponent 
'S AOt able to do so and the proponent can avert it, the opponent 
Should be declared defvated. Accordingly, the other party 1S 
declared victorious. The thesis supported by pramanas should 
be declared as the true one’. That is to say, our mundane 
AClivities, e.g debates, can be carried on without the recognition 
of the reality of things, e.g. pramanas; only there must be 
consistency in our behaviour. ne 

It may be argued that that these rules of a debate are its 
cause must similarly be proved ina debate which would have to 
be carried on without these rules and they are thus not proved 


€s of debate as to time, etc., and this is what 15 
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to be essential constituents of adebate. But such a rejoinder 
is out of place, because both the debating. parties of their 
Own sweet will accept these rules of debate as the very basis 
of the determination of truth or of victory, which is desired 
to be attained by their procedure of investigation. That is to 
say, there has never been any difference of opinion regarding 
these rules as no debate could proceed Without these, 
and they are therefore the real causes of a debate. It 
need not be feared that in such a debate which is not 
preceded by the knowledge of pramanas etc., but is based only 
on what is accepted by the will of both parties, there would 
be the contingency of the upsetting of the relative positions 


in respect of the mode of reasoning ( sadhana, establishing and | 


dasana, refutation), the objects of investigation ( paksa- 
vipaksa, thesis—counter-thesis, or vadin—prativadin, proponent- 
Opponent ) and result ( victory and defeat or determination of 
truth ), or the investigation would not give rise to true know- 
ledge, there would not be objects under investigation, and 
there would be absence of victory and the like on account of 
the possibility of the. very root being vitiated. This set of rules 
is empirically real, has been traditionally handed down and 
has always been found to be consistent by the elders (that 
is to say, they have accepted that. debates are not possible 
without these rules which are invariably, found to make the 
procedure of the debate possible), and.what is found to be 
consistent is recognised as empirically true. Thus, this set of rules 
is unvitiated inasmuch as these rules are self-established since 
one could not even think of the possibility of debates being 
conducted without them. But it is not similarly incumbent on 


both the parties to accept the necessity of pramanas, etc.; 


because a debate is possible only if the rules are _ recog- 
nised, even without recognising the reality of pramanas, etc.; 
and even if the reality of the pramanas is admitted, determi- 
nation of truth or victory which is the desired end of the 
two rival parties will not be accomplished in the absence of 
the above mentioned set of rules. (KhKh, pp. 13-16) 

I-77 
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The third alternative that pramianas, etc. are the caus? 
of a debate because they are popularly believed to be 8% 
is also not tenable. Is this popular belief based on pramanas OF 
is it the belief common to the vulgar ‘and the like? It cannot P° 
the former as Without an attempt at investigation or discussiO” 
it cannot be proved to be based on pramanas, and it is fOF 
this investigation that rules are initially sought to be fixe?’ 
Not can it be the latter as in that case even the opinion 9 
those who believe that the soul is not different from the body 
and the like will have to be accepted. If it is argued that suc 
Opinions are pot accepted because th:y ate repudiated PY 
. Teasoning, then even pramanas if they can be repudiated bY 
Feasoning should not be admitted, otherwise (ie. if they 
be not refuted ) they could be admitted. Thus, not populat 
pinion but absence of repudiation by reasoning is the criter!0# 
of acceptance or recognition (KhkKh, p. 17). | 
The fourth alternative including the contingency urged !§ 
also not plausible, for as the pramanavadins resort to the set 
of rules for a debate after recognising the reality of 
Pramanas, etc,,even so the sceptics resort to the set of rules while 
being indifferent as to the reality or unreality of pramanas, 
etc. Hence the contingency urged would hold true in the 
case Of either. That is to say, the determination of the set of 
Tules alone can decide which . party is victorious, and not the 


acceptance of the reality of pramanas, which is therefore 
Superfluous. 


It may be argued thateven a person who engages in a 
debate after having fixed the rules for a debate will bave 
to recognise the reality—may be empirical—of pramanas, etc., 
as it is not possible to speak of practical activity without 
accepting the reality of pramanas, etc. Activity (kriya) means 
the making existent of what is non-existent. The rule that 
one must proceed with the help of the pramanas will not be 
determined unless the fact of the pramanas being the cause IS 
included in’ the set. of rules; and a cause is that which is 
necessarily existent immediately before the effect, so the reality 
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of the pramanas must be accepted. And if a rule is fixed 
that a person should be declared defeated if there are defects 
in his reasoning, and that there being the rule of invariable 
concomitance and the other members of a syllogism, the 
conclusion is necessarily true,—then it is futile to say that it 
is possible to engage in: a debate even without recognising the 
reality of pramanas etc. 


The answer to this is that this is not tenable. Been these. 
arguments can be advanced in order to prove the reality of 
pramanas, etc., only after a debate has started, so as this 
debate can proceed without the recognition of the reality 
of pramanas, etc., other debates may similarly be possible 
only if the set of rules is fixed. It may be argued that the 
set of rules which are voluntarily accepted results ultimately 
in the acceptance of the existence or reality of pramanas, etc. 
But this is not true as the knowledge of existence may then 
be an aga (accessory factor) of adebate, but not existence 
itself. Is it meant to be suggested that existence must be 
accepted simply on the strength of mere knowledge of existence 
or on the strengh of uncontradicted knowledge? The former 
is not true since in that case the existence of water in a mirage 
will have to be accepted. The latter also is not tenable. Is 
this absence of contradiction meant to refer to only the propo- 
nent(vadin’, the opponent (prativadin) and the judge(madhyastha) 
and that too only at the time of the debate, or to just any 
person at all times. [t cannot be the former as it is on the 
face of it absurd. A thing may be known at one particular 
time in the same way by all the three persons, yet this know- 
ledge is mostly found to be contradicted by the knowledge of 
a fourth person or by their own cognition at another time. 
And a thing though unreal will not be regarded as real-in 
the same form as it was cognised in, even after a contradicting 
knowledge has arisen, only on the strength of the earlier 
cognition of the three persons. Hence only that which is‘never 
contradicted by any person whatsoever can be regarded- as 
real. Thus, even though the knowledge of the existence of 
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disana (refutation) etc. (i.e. pramanus and the like) is regarded 

as an afiga of the debate inasmuch as it is not contradicted by 

the debaters, etc. at the time of the debate, how does this affect 

the sceptic’s non-acceptance (asan avsiga of the debate) of the | 

reality of pramanas, etc., which can be regarded as real only if | 

they are never in any way contradicted? Ali empirical behaviour | 

is found to be based only on the cognition of a thing as having | 

a particular form by a few persons at a particular time, and the | 

knowledge of the reality of pramanas, etc., which is regarded 

as an ofga of the debate is of this type. It is, therefore, said 

that the debate is preceded by the recognition of the empirical | 

reality of pramanas, etc., but the pramanas are not ultimately | 

real as the Non-dual Brahman is the only Ultimate Principle. | 

Hence, if the judges give the decision that a particular debater | 

has not violated in the course of his argument the rules 

of debate as they were fixed at the outset, he is victorious, 

and defeat goes to him in respect of whom no such decision 

Is Possible. The party in respect of whom there is the recog- 

aes of a flaw or nigranasthana urged by the other party 
cleated, not the other. These and such other rules should 


i tr as indispensable for Starting a debate. (KhKh, pp. 


A Sriharsa has made it clear that even these rules are only 
ere real or valid, inasmuch as they help to carry on 
Maton ti they are fixed by mutual consent by both 
e's he € gist of Sriharsa’s argument is that though 
Sceplics and the Absolutists do not admit the ultimate 
reality of pramanas, etc., they are not keen on proving them 
unreal in the case of each and every debate; they are just 
Indifferent as to their reality or otherwise and make use of 
them only in order to facilitate the procedure of the debate 
and also to defeat the opponent on his own ground by point- 
ing out contradictions in the set-up of bis own reasoning and the 
system consequently evolved. They subscribe whole-heartedly 
to the rules of Procedure fixed by mutual consent by the 
{wo parties in a debate, But by their inner conviction they do 
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not recognise the ultimate reality of these as none can stand 
a critical examination; the conflict in reason cannot be eradi- 
cated. Hence the sceptics do not claim to possess any theory 
or doctrine of their own; they are satisfied with the popular 


beliefs and prevalent views so long as they work. We may 


also note that Nagarjuna did not see any need to introduce 
any change in the prevalent logic of his times What is the 
sense in creating factions and dogmas unnecessarily when they 
cannot explain the ultimate truth? One dogma is as 200d 
or as bad as any other. Candrakirti also vindicates, from the 
Stand—point of empirical truth, the soundness of commonsense 
notions with regard to the objects of sense-perception as 
against the Sautrantika—Vijhanavada doctrines of the unique 
particular -( svalaksana ) and perception as devoid of concep- 
tualisation (kalpanapodha); these refinements or niceties have 
not much use either as a statement of the empirical or of 
the ultimate reality. 

Nagarjuna has, in his Vigrahavyavartant, similarly anti= 
cipated an objection that if everything is without essence 
(nihsyabhava), words are included in this ‘everything’ and so 
must benihsvabhava and so it is not possible to refute the essence 
of things. Nagarjuna answers this by saying that his POSition ig 
quite sound and consistent. Words are essenceless and whatever 
is expressed by them is also essenceless. What he affirms 
not contrary to the empirical or conventional truth, no; do 
he disregard it. He can affirm that the esserce of al] dharinas 
is void because he bases his reasoning upon the CONVentionag] 
truth. If he claimed that his thesis was real then his POSition 
could be challenged. But he does not regard his thesis ag 
real. There is neither the refutation of objects nor the thin 
to be refuted. That is to say, a sceptic or an absolutist has 
no thesis of his Own to uphold; he refutes the Stand—point of 
others to show the weakness of their theories and doctr 


Some critics of sceptical thought and the vitanda type of 
debate are, as we have seen, impatient about this. They gq 
that when the sceptic criticises the view of others, it jg implieg 
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that he has a constructive philosophy of his own, Colli0® 
wood, among the moderns, 


Ben t 
brands scepticism as ‘a covet 
dogmatism’. When a Sceptic cor 


idemns the philosophies of othef 
people and Points out faults in them, does it not imply ‘ 
conception of what a constructive philosophy should be; ae 
also a conception of What philosophical criticism sbould b® ° 
And should he not State and defend these against criticis™ ° 
Hence a Sceptic is dishonest inasmuch as he disclaims ins 
Possession Of any theory of the nature, method and limitatio”® 
of philosophical] thought, and conceals it from criticism; 4% 
he applies a form Of criticism which in his own case he wil 
not admit.57 | 

The stand of the Indian thinkers with a sceptical tendency 
hat unless one can define a thing properly itis not possible 
to affirm its reality, and because all definitions and expositiod® 
are found to involve contradiction or other faults like ama | 
sg anyonyasraya, cakraka, anayastha, etc., we cannot s4y 
anything to affirm the reality of things. All we can do is !9 
suspend judgment, be indifferent as to their reality or unreality 
and carry on our mundane activities complacently. The conflict 
of Reason impedes us at every step. To explain one entily 
ve have to depend on another, says Nagarjuna, and what |S 
dependent on another cannot have an essence of its oW!: 
Thus Reason cannot tell us anything of the reality of the 
things which are empirically accepted to carry on our worldly 
activities and Satisfy our ego (e.g. conception of heaven, hell 
and the like) and the ordinary man cannot go beyond the 
normal range of the sense—organs and the intellect. JayaraS! 
Stops at this. The Madhyamikas and the Kevaladvaitins on 
the other hand have the conviction of the reality of the ultimate 
principle ( Sanya, Nirguna Brahman) which no flight of the 
intellect can know, but which can be realised by the transcendent 
vision or the highest spiritual experience. But from the point 
of view of Reason, everything is indescribable and s0 
unreal. Thus, it can be seen that these sceptical or vaitandika’ 
thinkers have tried to subject themselves to the same criticism 
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as they apply to others, Nagarjuna warns us against clinging 
to the view of Sanyata also after it has served its purpose. 
Sankara and all the Absolutist Vedantins go to the extent of 
saying that the Upanisads, etc. also are Avidya, but have to 
be recognised empirically till the Ultimate Reality is realised. 
Sriharsa says that he has no’ soft corner for his own view of 
anirvacaniyata (indescribability) also, as it also is included in 
‘everything’, and should share the same fate; that is to say, 
it also is indescribable. He only wants to refute the view of 
others that things are nirvacaniya (describable); he does not 
want to establish the theory of anirvacaniyata and so is 
not worried about its fate. According to the view of 
others when nirvacaniyata is refuted, anirvacaniyata would 
become established, but the thinkers of a sceptical tendency 
do not accept this and so do not hold themselves subject to 
the charge that they must also admit their acceptance of a 
philosophical conception when they criticise the philosophies 
of others.28 They would not even say that everything is 
anirvacaniya, but they have to discourse with others and hence 
are compelled to use expressions which are invariably faulty, 
faults being themselves indescribable.®® Conflict of Reason 
prevails everywhere. Nothing can be established if it is not 


self-established (-pure consciousness), the Absolutists would say. 


‘Is criticism possible without holding a position’ ? This 
problem has been discussed in passing by Vatsyayana in his 
commentary on the Nyaya-snuira 1.1.1, but his treatment is 
not satisfactory. He, it seems, fails to understand how a thesis 
could be criticised without accepting a counter-thesis. We have 
discussed this in connection with vitanda. If the vaitandika 
says Vatsyayana, has something to say, he has a thesis to 
establish and cannot be called a vaitandika; on the other hand 
if he has nothing to say, his statements would be meaningless 
prattle. But the holding of a position cannot by itself. decide 
the issue in favour of either party in a debate or discussion 
The opponent can be defeated and his position refuted only 
if it is pointed out that his position involves contradiction, its 
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implications contradict it or are absurd. These need not be 
believed in by the party arguing and raising objections; what 
is necessary is that the consequences should be shown to be 
implied by the position of the opponent concerned to his 
satisfaction. The latter or the judges must be convinced of the 
absurdity of his position on the strength of principles accep 
table to him. The Madhyamikas orthe Absolutists in general 
claim to do nothing else. They do not have any view or theory 
of their own and do not care to frame any argument to prove 
their own position as they have none. As both Candrakicti 
and Sriharsa have pointed out, a v@din, in putting forward a 
thesis, is expected as he is a prumanavadin (believer in the 
reality of pramanas) to prove it. He must prove to his oppo- 
nent the validity of the arguments by which he arrives at 
what he believes to be the right conclusion. But the sceptic 
or Absolutist has not to prove any thesis to convince his 
Opponent. There are no reasons and examples which he believes 
to be true. He has only to reduce his opponent’s position 
fo absurdity by means of the logical apparatus acceptable to 
the opponent. To point out the conflict of Reason is his only 
task. To criticise a thesis it is not necessary to advance a 


counter-thesis. It is even irrelevant and defeating the purpos¢ 
for which it is done.6° 


But does not the sceptical attitude towards knowledge 
betray a ‘defect of temper’, * as Collingwood would put it ? Its 
general temper instead of being sympathetic, as good criticism 
should be, can hardly escape being superficial and to some 
extent frivolous. Does it not display a disposition which sees 
no good in others ? Yes, it does if the sceptic assumes 
the role of a sophist and is out just to criticise. We are apt 
to lose our temper when we find such a philosopher at times 
setting one position against another, when as a sceptic he 
should have criticised either position independently, or when 
he is just out to refute the Opponent’s position by ary means 


—-———_—_————— 











* An Essay on Philosophical Method, p, 139—R. G. Collingwood, 
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including the foul. Sriharsa says at the end of his Khagd-na- 
khandakhadya : “ All definitions should be similarly confuted; 
if necessary by inserting with slight changes an argument used 
elsewhere into these arguments, or by urging similar or other 
arguments Thus an intelligent man should confute the cate- 
Sories propounded by others. If after you have refuted a 
definition, the opponent formulates another definition or 
explains away the objections raised, and if you are ata loss as to 
how to answer, you must initiate another refutation for the pur- 
pose of repudiating the meaning of a word used by the opponent 
in his reply. If even here the opponent can silence you, you 
should jump to another branch (i.e pass on to another topic 
of refutation) and be thus very cautious in respect of the 
circle of refutation. There wili not be the fault of Arthantara 
(irrelevancy—a nigrahasthana ) on account of passing on to 
another subject, because the latter also is not irrelevant. 
Similarly, there will not be Anaucitya ( impropriety ) by virtue 
of shifting to another topic when you have started to settle 
one, because anaucitya occurs only when one passes on to an 
irrelevant topic. Otherwise, one will not dare to doubt or to 
desire to understand the probans ‘krtakatva ( artificiality ) 
adduced to prove that Sabda (word ) is non-eternal, and 
there will be nothing like anyatarasiddhi (—the probans not 
being recognised by one of the parties ) and the like, because 
if the probans is attempted to be proved or established it 
would land one in Arthantara or Anaucitya, with the result 
that no one would attempt to establish the probans in the 
context of the establishing of the probandum But as a matter 
of fact, the probans is relevant because if the probans which 
is meant to prove the probandum cannot be explained (—is 
anirvacantya), the sadhya also willturn out to be indescribable 
( anirvacaniya y’. ( Khish, pp. 730-731 ). Sriharsa concludes : 
“My method of confutation has a triple course—urging arguments 
similar to the ones advanced by me, use of arguments employed 
by me in one place in another context, and when one finds 


these insufficient, a chain of other refutations,’’&* 
I-78 © 
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As a rule, the sceptical philosopher 1s Se ae 
and cautious lest his method drift into mere pee a a 
only one weapon —By drawing out the unacceptable nial ssl 
of any view he shows its self-contradictory and a 7 
character. The dialectic is a series of reductto ad rede 
' arguments ( prasangapadana );°? every thesis va turned a 
itself.” * The sceptic disproves the opponents view but aes 
not uphold any position of his own, because the eapror 
of the opponent’s position does not necessarily mean t 1€ 
establishing of one’s own indirectly, for the opponent's view 
and its opposite may both be false. For instance, the pejestion 
of satkaryavada (—the theory that the effect 1s latent in the 
cause ) does not entail the proving of @rambhavade or asat- 
karyavada ( —the theory that a novel effect 1s produced by the 
Causes ). As a matter of fact, even the latter and all other 


theories of causality as also the concept of causality can be 
confuted, 


‘The dialectic of such philosophers ts not merely bent on 
refuting; it is pre-eminently a critique of Reason—a criticism 
of Reason undertaken by Reason itself, a case of Reason 

| sitting in judgement upon itself. There is no ill wil! against any 
One schoo] of philosophy or all schools of philosophical thought; 
there Is only self-criticism. Mere refutation of all the prevalent 
views cannot help anyone unless it is helpful in saving him 
from the mistakes committed by others. The Madhyamika, 
for “neces Wants’ +6 frée the. hunian mind of dogmatism 
(—including that of Sanyata ) and the net of conceptualisation 
(vikalpa—jala ) and verbal elaboration. Conflict is visible 
uel yw Hove In reason which therefore has no access to the 
Ultimate Reality which cannot be described in terms of 
linguistic symbols Which can express merely empirical concepts 
that are found to be anomalous and self-contradictory, Silence 
1S, as a matter of fact, the only expianation reaching nearest 
the Absolute. Stiharsa similarly refutes all categories recognised 
by the systems of Philosophy ( mostly the Nyaya ones ) on 


* The Central Philosophiy of Buddhism, p. 131—T. R. V. Murti. 
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the basis of their own tenets and grounds and observes that 
Reason cannot give us any knowledge of the Highest which 
is Pure Consciousness and can only be spiritually experienced 
or realised (—this also is an inappropriate expression for we 
cannot be conscious of realising it when we-are that and 
there is no duality ), 


We may again note here in passing that there was a 
Sub-school of the Madhyamikas, viz. the Svatantra Madhyamika 
school, the chief exponent of which was Bhavaviveka, which 
believed in advancing a counter-thesis. But this school was 
severely criticised by Candrakirti in his Vrtti on the Madhyamika 
Karika as behaving in a manner opposed to the Sstand-point 
of a true Madhyamika. When Bhavaviveka adduces syllogisms 
of his own, he, Candrakirti says, is merely trying to show 
off his skill at reasoning and he betrays the school to- which 
he belongs. Candrakirti reaffirmed the pra@sagika standpoint 
of Buddhapalita against Bhavaviveka with the result that 
the sub-school to which the latter belonged never became 
popular. Candrakirti’s contention is that if the opponent is 
so dogmatic as not to be convinced even when the. absurdity 
of his own stand is brought home to him on the basis of 
principles accepted by him, it will not inany way help to set 
forth a syllogism independently. And a Mdadhyamika cannot. 
set forth a syllogistic argument because he does not accept 
any counter—thesis and it is because of this that the Madhya- 
mika’s position is irreproachable.°% 


\ 


In conclusion we may say that the sceptical approach as: 
revealed in some Indian philosophers is only an attempt at 
a Critique of Reason. It is, as said before, Reason sitting in 
judgement upon itself. ‘Keep an open mind free from all 
dogmas and suspend judgement’ is the message left. by the 
sceptical philosophers, Of the two types of sceptical thinkers— 
the sceptics and the anirvacaniyatavadins or Absolutists—the 
latter depended for the knowledge of truth upon spiritual or 
intuitive experience. The sceptical thought had this effect on 
Indian logic that it set all logicians thinking seriously and 
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consequenily all the schools of philosophy tried to evolve 
their own theories of truth and validity. and of error in 4 
very precise manner. 


NOTES 


l. See Madhyamika-vrtti—Prasannapada Commentary of Candrakirti, PP: 
14 ff, 36 ff, etc. (Bibliotheca Buddhica). 


f ° ‘ ’ . . ° ~ritini “1 2 aga- 
2. Sriharsa himself admits the similarity of his criticisms to those of Nag 

s ° ° I =~ a > ' a z ‘ ‘ ror ; Ae a- 

rjuna—-Tatha hi yadi darganesu  giinyavadanirvacanjya—paksayor ast 

yanam tada tavad amisar nirbadhaiva sarvapathinata —KhKh, p. 138. 


3. The historical reason may possibly be that in his own time the Nyaya 
was the most prominent schoo! for the theory and the dialectical us¢ 
Of the pramanas. 

4. Api ca. yadi pramanadhjnah prameyadhigamas (ani pramgnani kena 
Paricchidyanta ityadina Vigrahavyavartanyam vihito dosah, tad-aparl- 
harat samyag—laksana—dyotakatvam api nastii—MKV, p. 49. 

Laksanadhina taval laksyavyavasthitir laksanani ca’nupapannanl, 
; jiatadhikaranadi-laksana=nirapanadvarena cakrakadyapatteh.—KhKb, 
pp. 141~142., 
Compare-Sallaksananibandhananm |= mdanavyavasthanarh mana- 
nibandhana ca meya-sthitih, tad-abhave tayoh sadvyavaharavisayatvam 
katham (svayam eva)....tam.—TPS, pm 1. 


J. Evarhprakgrani tattallaksanesu khandanany ithanjyani tad etasu 
khandana-yuktisu kam api sthqnantarastham keng pi prakarantarena’ 
hiya tat-sadrsim anyarm va syayam ghitva parair vivicyamanani padartha- 

*‘Otarany api buddhimata badhanjyani.—KhbKh, p. 730. 


Pratitya yad yad bhava na hi tavat tad eva tat.—MK, 18.10 
Pratitya yad yad bhavati tat tac chantarh svabhavatah.—MK, 7.16 
apratitya samutpanno dharmah kagcin na vidyate; 
yasmat tasmad asanyo hi dharmah kaégcin na vidyate.—MkK, 24.19 
apara—pratyayam égantam prapatficair aprapaficitam; 
nitvikalpam ananartham etat tattvasya Jaksanam.—MK, 18.19 
| Parasparapeksa siddhir na svbahaviki.i—MKV, p. 200 
7. Yadi ca Pramanatas tesam tesarm prasiddhir arthgnam; 
{sam punah prasiddhirh bighi katham tesam pramanganam. 
anyair yadi pramanaih pramanasiddhir bhavaty anavastha; 
nadeh siddhis tatrasti naiva madhyasya nantasya. 


7 
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10. 


IP 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15, 


fesam atha pramanair vina prasiddhib vibjyate vadab: 
vaisamikatvam tasmin vigesahetug ca vaktvyah.—ViV, 31-33 


Atha tu pramanasiddhir bhay: aty apeksyaiva te prameyani; 
vyatyaya evam sati te dhruvam pramana-prameyanam. 

—atha’ pi manyase’ peksyaiva prameyan arthan pramangani bhavanti, 
evam hi sati ma bhiit parvokta-dosa iti kytva, evarh te sati vyatyayah 
pramana-prameyanam bhayati; pramagani te prameyqni_ bhavanti 
prameyath sadhitatvat. pramanani ca prameyani bhavanti framananam 
sadhakatvat. —Viv, 46 with Nagarjuna’s at.to-commentary. 
Vigrahavyavartani of Nagarjura with his own vriti—K. P. Ja\aswal and 
Rahuia Sankrtyayana (Appendix to JBORS, Vol. 23) and Tucci’s 
Translation of these in ‘Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Tcxts on Logic’? (GOS). 


Tad evam upaplutesu eva tattvesu avicarita-ramaniyah sarve vvavahara 
ghatante iti.--TPS, p, 125. 


TPs, pp. 2-3. Atha badhanutpattya’vyabhicaritvam jnayate: badhanut- 


pattir vijhanasya kim yathartha-grhjtitvena, ahosvid badbaka jpanot- 
padaka-karakavaikalyad iti sancihmah. —TPS, p. 2. | 


TPS, pp. 3-+. Atha pravrtti-samarthyena avyabhicaritarm vetsi; pravytti- 
samarthyam phalena’bhisambandhah, phalam ca srak-candana— —vanito- 
dakadi, tesu satyaphalanispatieh tesu phalopacarah t taddehasambandhah 
pravrtti-samarthyamt, pravyttih kayastha kriya tat- samarthyam avyabhi- 
caritam gamayati tat kim avagatam, anavagatam va? yadi na-vagatam, 
tad ‘ast’ iti katham vetsi; atha’vagatam, tadavagater avy abhicgrita 
katham avagamyata iti parvoktam anusartavyam. | 

udaka—praptya parvotpannodakavijnanasya avyabhicarita vyavastha- 
pyate; kim tatpratibhatodakapraptya, ahosvit tajjatiyodakapraptya, tad- 
Varmsajajalapraptya va? — TPS, p. 3. 


for refutation of jati, vide TPS, pp. 4-8. 


This would be a problem with all inferences. The probans and the 
probandum are known in their generality, then from a particular probans 
in a particular. substratum, the probandum is connected with the 
substratum. 


TPS, p. 9. Avidyam@nasya visayartho vaktavyah—kim akararpakatvena 
va, mahattvadidharmopetatvena va, sattq- matrena va, sahotpadena va ? 
sarvasya pratyastamitatvat katham  asau ‘visayah ?  tad-visayatve 
kegondukadi-vijfianasyeva mithyatve bijam anvesaniyam, atmasa!tamatrena 
mithyatve sarvasya mithyatvam apadyate tatah tattvopaplavah syat.— 
TPS, p. 9. 
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TPS, pp. 11-13. Ko’yam alambanartho nama yenedam udghusyate— 
anyad alambanarm canyat pratibhatiti ? — kirh vijnanajanakatvam, akara’- 
rpakatvarm, vijnanadhikaranatyam, vijianavabhasitata va ?—TPS, p. 12. 
Atha badhyamanatvena mithyatvam iti cet, kira badhyate-arthah, joanam, 
ubhayam va? yady arthasya badha, sa kena badhyate ? kim svayam 
evatmanan) badhate, aho arthantarega, jnanena va.—TPS, p. 14. 


“Atha jfanena badhyate, kirh tad-visayena, anya-visayena, nirvisayena 


va? yadi tad-visayena, tada tat svariiparm vidhatte na tu viparyasayatl 
tadak ara—paryavasita-rupatvat. atha anyavisayath badhakam, tad api na 
yujyate, yad yadvisayarn tat tasyaiva sattam vidhatte na tv anyasya 
vidhayakamh. pratisedhbakarh va svavisaya-paryavasayin)o hi buddhayah. 


- atha nirvisayena badhyate, na kimcid vidadhati pratisedhati va nir- 


19, 


20), 


21, 


Les 


23 


24. 


2a 


visayatvad eva. —TPS, pp. 15-16. 


Na hi sarve bhavah sarvapurusartha-hetavah. na ca sarvapurusartha- 
kriya-vihinam etad ity avagantum paryate arvagvida. tasmat sthitam 


etad avyabhicqri-padam anarthakam.—TPS, p. 17. 


Tasmin sanceha jmare jate kirmhcit pratibhati aho na pratibhati? tad 
yadi pratibhati, sa kiti dharm7 dharmo va ? tad yadi dharmi pranhnes 
sa laitvik ah, atattviko va.—TPs, p. 19, 


Anye tu ‘avisathvadi jia@nam’ (Pramana-varttikam, 2.1) pramanam abhi- 
dadhati. ko’ yam avisarnvadarthah—kim yathavyavasthitartha-gyhititvary, 
badha-rahitatvam ya pratiyamanarthajanyata va, pratiyamanartham 
‘prati pravartakatvam va, artha-prapakatvam va.—TPS, p. 28. 


Atha artha-prapakatvam avisamvadah, tatra kim arthamatra-prapaka- 
tvam, aho avabhatartha-prapakatvam, tajjaliyodaka-prapakatvam va, 
svotpadakartha-prapakatvam va, atha svotpadaka-karakanam dhruva- 
bhavitvam avisativadah.—TPS, Ds 29. 


° a” « ‘ . F a ae . . 
Evam ca vyavasthite yad uktam—‘“na hy abhyam artham paricchidya 

if = t) pas ‘ , sane = nies . : 
pravartamano'rthakr'yayqm visamvadyate’’ iti tad balavilasitam. 
—-TPS, p. 29. 
Tatha, Talaapalentit api anadhigatarthagantr-vigesanam aparthakam 
apohyajfiang sambhavat. na hi purva parakalabhavinj vijhiane eka-visaye 
stah, svalaksanaikavisaye, na samanyaikavisaye. svalaksanasya 
abhinnaika-svabhavasya kramavrityaneka-vijiana-jananagakti: vyatirekat. 
TPB, p. 27. 


The reading in the text is ‘Vikalpe badhaka-visayotpanna nekapurusa- 
vijfianabheda-prasangah.—TPS, p. 27. This does: not convey any mean- 
ing. Could it be ‘vikalpe va ekavisayotpanna’.....’ ? 
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Avye tu anadhigatartha-gantrtvena Ppramana-laksanam abhidadhati. te 
tv ayuktavadino drastavyah. katham ayuktavadita tesam iticet; ucyate 
—Vibhinnakarakotpaditaik arthavijaananay, 

&rhitirgpatva’ visese’ pi Ppurvotpannavijaianasya pra 
afra niyamakam 


yathavyavasthitaikartha- 
manyam nettarasya ity 
vaktavyam. atha yathavyavasthitarthagrhitirapatva’- 
Vigese’ pi purvotpanna-—vijhanasya pramanyam upapadyate na prathamo- 
(tara-vijhanasya, tada’nenaiva nyayena prathamasya’py apramanyam pra- 
Saktarh grhitartha—grahitva’ vigesat. yatha €kanjla—svalaksanavabhasita- * 
yugapadutpannanekanjla-vijaananam 
bhidyate, tatha purvaparotpanna-vijiian 
na nivartsyati.—TPS, pp, 22-23, 


Tad 


nilaikarthagyhitirgpata na 
anam api grhitarthagrhiti-rgpata 


anabhyupagacchato’ pi Carvaka-Madhyamikader vagvistaranam 
Pratiyamanatvat. tasyaiva va Nispattau bhavatas {annirasa—prayasa’ nupa- 
Patteh. So” yam apirvah pramanadisat(anabhyupagamatma vakstambhana- 
mantro bhavata’bhyghito nunarh, yasya prabhavad Bragavata Sura- 
Suruna Lokayatikani sutrani na pranitani, Tathagatena va Madhyamagama 
Nopadistah, Bhagavatpadena va Badarayaniyesu sutresu bhasyath na’bhasi. 
—KKhkKh, pp. 6-7. See Sankara Misra’s_ commentary. 


Avyabhicaritvam arthavinabhutatvam, tada prastavyam ko’syarthah? 
Kim yadarthas tadaiva jaqanam, uta yatra’rthas tatraiva dege jmanam, 


atha yadrg arthas tadrg eva jiiqnam yat tat pramitir iti1.—KhKh, pp. 
248-249, 


Arthasya ca yatha samavayad Tupam wisesanibhavati tatha  visaya- 
bhavat jnanasya’pi tad visesanam bhavaty eva iticen, na, evam hi puro- 
vartitvadina rupena tathabhava-sambhavat purovartinim éuktim 
rajatataya’vagahamanam jpjanam prama syat.— KhKh, ‘p. 237. 
Avisamvaditvam hi jfignantarena  tathaivollikhyamanarthatvam va, 
jnanantarena viparitataya’ pratiyamanarthatvam ya, p. aliyamana-Vyapya- 
Visayatvam va, anyad eva va kificit—KhKh, p. 250. 


KhKh, pp. 249-255. The arguments put forth by Sriharsa are similar 
to those of Jayarasi Bhatta. The arguments haye been given at length 
to enable the reader to compare for himself. Sriharsa enters into greater 
details—he had the advantage of greater acquaintance with works of 
dialectical criticism, though Jayaragi’s criticism is many a time subtler. 


32. Ghatatva ( jarness) is jati, but nilc—ghatatve ( blue-jarness ) is upadhi; 


svarupatya is upadhi; svartipa is own unique essence or character, so no 
jati can be possible. Upadhih (2) Dharmamatram, su ca dharmah kyacij 


* The correct reading shouid be ‘svalaksanavabhasi’ and not ‘erebhasitea’. 
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Jatyadih, kvacit tadbhinno’ pi bhavati yatha padartha-vibha jokopadhimativaiti 
ityadau. padartha-vibhajakopadhayas favad dravyatya-gunatva-karmatva - 
samanyatyva - visesatva-samavayatya—cbhavat baripah sqnti. tatra drav\ atvadayo 
jatira pak samaiiyatvadayas tit tad-bhinnah. jatibhiniio dhakmo’ pi dvividhah 
sakhandopadhih akhandopadhis edti. tatradyah akasatvadih (Siddharta- 
éandrodaya, p 3, Benarés ), dvitiyak prame yatva-kundalitva- pratiyogitva- 
dih (Tarka-kaumudi p. 20; Bombay 1886 ).—Nyayakosa of Bhimacarya 
Jhajakikara (BORI, Poona, 1928 ). See als ‘Materials for the Study of 
Navyc-Nyaya Logic’, tntroduetion, pp. 40-42— Daniel Ingalls ( Harvard 
Oriental Series, 1951 ).‘* The differcnce betwecn gencric character ( jati) 
and imposed property (upadhi) is based partly on the extent to which 
they distinguish the qualificand from other entities.” ( lbid., p. 49 ). For 
instance, in the cognition ‘It is a man’, the qualifier (visesana) of man 
is the jati ‘manness’; this chavacter is present in many individuals and 
is said to inhere in all its loci. On the other band, in the cognition ‘It 
is Devadatta’, the qualifier of Devadatta is the upadhi ‘Devadattaness’ 
which belongs to nothing other than the man Devadatta. It is said to 
reside in Devadatta not by the relation of inherence but by a particular 
Qualification Relation (vigesanata-visesa-sambandha); this relation is 
also called Peculiar Relation (syvariipa-scmbandha) i.e. a relation reculiat 
to the pair it connects. A qualifier is also termed wpadhi if it is the 
qualifier of a generic character, e.g. ghatatvatva ( jarnessness). A 
qualifier is an upadhi if its loci are loci of loci of a generic character; 
e.g. danditva (staff-holderness ). The loci of staff-holderness are all 
persons who hold staffs; these persons are loci of staffs; staffs are the 
loci of the generic character steffness. And so on. | 


Etena karanarh tattvam iti nirastarn sarvasya tathaiv: ; ram tyabhavena’- 
tmasrayena ca pratiksana-vigista—-vigvavasyakaranatvopagame durapa- 
vadartha-kriyakaritva- sattvalaksanangikari — jainacarana-saranapravesa- 
vidambanapadidosagrasena ceti.-KhKh, pp. 147—148. 


Kim cedam anubhititvah nama? Jnanatva’vantara—jatibhedo va, 
smrtivyatirikta—jianatvarh va, smrtilaksana—rahita—jnanatvam va, tad- 
avidura—prak kalotpattiniyata’sadharanakaranakabuddhitvarh va.—KhKh, 
pp. 149-150. ) . 

Jt may be noted with regard to the last alternative tnat the 
asadharana karanas of perception, ete, are sense—-object contact, knowledge 
of concomitant proban; (as residing in the minor term), knowledge of 
similarity, and knowledge of fabda or word; these are produced 
immediately before them, whereas samskara (impression), the asadharana 
karana of memory is not produced in the immediately preceding moment. 
See KbKh, pp. 149-228, | | 
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Avasyam asya’vyabhicaritve avyabhicariniyatam eva karanam vaktavyam. 


kim tad iti cet, svatmanaiva’tra pragne diyatam uttaram bhavata, yena — 


niyatesu prama@-ragisy evedar jfianam antarbhavyam prama-sqm@nya- 
laksanena va yyavacchettavyam.—KhKh, p. 231. 


Pratyartham vyavrttakaranam ca vigesanam upadane’nanugama-prasaneat, 
samanyatag ca tiprasajngad iti ubhayatha’py asangatatapatteh—KhKh, 
p. 244. 

See History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. Il, p. 135—S. N Dasgupta. 


Badhabadaa-vyavasthahetur asti visesah’ iti paksamh yas tu jadataro 
na jahati sa ‘aptanaptavakyabhyam  naditire phalani santy’tyevarn- 
rapabhyam pratipadyamane’rthe sthitarn kam vigsesam ekatra pasyasi 
yam aparatra na_ pagyasi?’—itl prstva pratibodhaniyah; tathq’py 
ajatabodhas tu. jadatamah kagcid yadi syat sa evam prabodhyah—ye 


te vigesantarapravahasvikare’nantavigesapattibhayat tvaya svata eva 


vigesarapa iti svikrtah tesarh svaripamh tavat paraspara-vyavritam ato’ 
nugataikarapabhavad avyapakatvariy syad iti—KhKh, pp, 246-247. 


Other likely objections and attempts at. defence have been repudiated 
in the refutation of yatharthya (correspondence) and so are not refuted 
here in order to avoid repetition,—® Saykantarani ca’tah parani 
yatharthbya~vigesanadusanadusitany evopanipatantitiha dvir abhidhana- 
bhayan noktani’’.—KhKh, pp. 247- 248: yadvigesasahito dharmi tena 
rgpena nubhavah prama, saksad-vigesa-sahityam samyak-paricchedo 
vivaksitah, bhasamana-yavadvisesa- -vigesana-Visayaka—jnanam va ptame- 
tyady api prama-laksanam dasitam evety: aha,—Sankari, PP. 248-249. 


Na ca’ haryau tau nabhyupagantavyav iti yuktam, vipralambhakasya 
vakyaprayogamulataya aharyabhramasya jiata-tattvasya ca guroh $isya- 
prabodhartharh vicararh pravartayata aharya-samsayangam bhavata eya 
sastre’numatatvat. —KhKh, p. 248. 


{to’pi avinabhava-sambandha-grahana'nupapattih-kimh samanyayoh 
sambandhavadharanam, aho svalaksanayoh, samanya-svalaksanyor va. 
—TPS, p. 65. 


Atha dhumavirodhitvena asau dhtamasya khandang iti cet; kah punar 
asau virodharthah ? Kim-atadakarata, aho asamanakalinata, tatsadbhave 
tasya’nupalambho va, tajjanyata va, taj-janakatvam va, bhinna-kriya- 
kartrtvam va, bhinnahetgitpadyatvam va, agritanasritatvam vq? . 
—TPS, pp. 67-68. 
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Upalaksana and visesana are different kinds of qualifiers. op 
qualifies and helps one to recognise the qualificand even wheD a. 
present; for instance, even when the crow is not sitting on the ~ 
top, Devadatta’s house can be introduced or pointed out as the one 

which the crow was known to sit. Visesana is an internal quality Ch 
qualifier; for instance in the proposition ‘The blue lotus is dancing i, 
the waters’, blue is qualifier, internal to the lotus and so a 
with the action predicated of it. The externa] qualifier which 1s 10 


. a O- 
integral to what is qualifies is regarded by Indian logicians as tW 


43, 


44, 


45. 


46. 


47. 


fold—(a) upadhi (adjunct) which is in actual association with the me 
ficand, e.g. ear-drum of akaa (ether). (According to the Vaigesikas, ¢ ° 
auditive organ is nothing but ether enclosed in the ear-drum); 
(b) upalaksana (pointer) which qualifies even when not jn association 
with the qualificand. 


Kag ca vyapti-gabdartha iti vaktavyam, avinabhava itj cen, na. kim 
ekasya’vyatireke’ parasya bhavo’vinabhava-padarthah, uta ekasya 
vyatireke’parasya vyatirekah ? yady adyah  tada’vyatireko’nvayattba 
ity ekasyanvaye Parasyanvaya ity uktari syat, evarh ca sati parthivatva- 
lohalekhyatvayor apy anvayo vyaptih syat.—KhKh, p. 353. 


Prameyataya sarvath tada jiayate eva na tu Tupantarena iti cen, 4, 
yadi fuPantarena tat prameyam tadq rupantarvato’pi prameyatvadha- 
rataya katham agrahanam. atha na prameyam nasty eva rapantarena 
tat, yena tu rupantarenasti tena sarvena prameyam iti yavad-vidyamana- 
karena jiatatva-prasaypah. tathatva-svikare ca jayatarn prameyatva- 
darsina bhavaty mamakj citta-vrttih, tatah graddhasye.—KhKh, p. 355. 


Sarvatrikam vyatireka-yaugapadyam vivaksitam na tu kvacitkam ata 
*vocyate avinabhava-niyama iti cen, na. Sarvatrika-vyatirekavadharana- 
sya py agakyatvat, sakyatve cgnvayavadharanam evastu sarvatrikar, krtam 
vyatirekavadharana-kutilikaya.—KhKh, p. 359. 

Agnidhyma-y 
dhimo’gnim 
Va’. sa. 


yabhicgragankayam badhakas tarko’yam abhidhiyate—‘yadi 
‘vyabhicared akaranakab san nityah syat, na syad eva 
Sa Ca’yam anuttaras ‘tarkah; tatra gankayam vyaghatapatteh, tad 
eva hy asankyate, yasminnagankyamane svakriya-vyaghatadayo dosa 
navataranti’ti loka-maryada. evarn sarvatranuttaras tarko badhako’- 
bhidheya itii—KhKh, pp. 363-364. “A 


Adye kah Svabhavika-gabdartha iti prastavyam; kim sambandhi-svabhava- 
stitabh (1), atha Sambandhi-svabhava-janyah (2), atha sambandhitva- 
vivikta-svabbavanatiriktah(3), atha va sambandhi-svabhava-vyapyah (4), 
atha sambandhi-svabhavad anyena na prayuktah (5), utanya eva 
kagcid(6), vivaksitah.— KhKh,_ p. 370, , 
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“Ekasadhyavinabhave mithah sambandha-gunyayoh: 
Sadhyabhavavinabhavi sa upadhir yadatyayah, —KhKh, p. 372: 
yadatyayo yadabhavah sadhyabhava'vinabhavj sadhyabhava-vyapyah 
sa upadhis tatha ca sadhyabhavavyapya’bhava-pratiyogi, sadhya-vyapaka 
iti yavat—mithah sambandha-sgqnyayoh sadhanopadhyor madhye ekasya 
sadhanasya sadhyavinabhave grahye yadatyayah sadhyabhava’vinabhav; 
sa upadhir iti Bhattacarya-varttika-yojana. —Saykari, p. 373. 


Vyapta-paksadharmatvam hetutvam hetu-visaya-dharmatvam ca paksa- 

tvam ity anyonyaégraya ity arthah.—Sankarl, p. 384. 

Etena sandigdha-sadhyadharma-vigisto dharmi paksah sqdhyatvam ca 

Sva-pararthanun)ana-sadharanam utpadya-jianatvam iti nirastam. 
—KhKh, p. 384. 


KhKh, p. 382; also—prameyatvarh nama prama-visayatvam, visaya- 
visayibhavas ca svabhavanatirikta iti pramato visayatag ca prameyatvam 
natiriktam tatha ca’drstadi kasyacit pratyaksarh prameyatvad ity asya 
hetor apaksadharmata  syat. atma-vyatiriktasya’rthajatasya prama- 
srayatvanupapatter arthasya’ pi sva’’grayatvanupapatteh. atah paksa- 
stitatvarn paksa-dharmatvam ity avyapakam ity aha—prameyatveti- 
Nayanaprasadint on Tattva-pradipika, p. 393 (Udasina’ Sarhskrta 
Vidyalaya, Kagi, 1956). 


Pratitim vyaptibalena samanyato vyapakavagahanapravrttam—vigesam 
adaya paryavasayayituti vyapyasya samarthyam sa iti cet.—KhKh, p. 384. 


Citsukhacarya also has refuted the pramanas in his Tattvapradipika or 
Citsukhi. His refutation of anumana is almost a summary of the arguments 
advanced by Sriharsa. See Tattva-pradipika, pp. 378-397. 


Atha kathayam vadino niyamam -etadrgam manyante—‘pramanadayah 
sarvatantra-siddhantataya. siddhah. padarthah santjt! kathakabhyam 
abhyupeyam’, tad apare na ksamante;.tatha hi-pramgnadinam sattvam 
yad abhyupeyarn kathakena, tat kasya hetoh ? Kim tad anabhyupagacchad- 
bhyam vadi-prativadibhygm tad-abhyupagama-szghitya—niyatasya vag- 
vyavaharasya pravartayitum agakyatvat? (1), uta kathakabhyam 
pravartaniya—vagvyavaharar prati hetutvat ? (2), uta lokasiddhatvat ? (3), 
atha va tad—-anabhyupagamasya tattvanirnaya-vijayaphalatiprasanija- 
katvat ? (4).—KhKh, pp, 5-6. 


Astu evar hi, tatha hi tatra_ tri-catura-jfiana—kaksa-gavesanamatra- 
visrantena vicarena tatah param ananusarana—ramaniyenaiva casamayam 
baddhva kathayam mithah sampratipattya pravartanat.-KhKh, p. 23. 
Compare-—Tad evam upaplutesv eva tattvesu, avicarita-ramaniyah sarve 
vyavaharg ghatanta iti. -TPS, p.. 125. 
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Sarvesim bhavanam sarvatra na vidyate svabhavas cet. 
tvadvacanam asvabhavam na nivartayitum svabhgvam alam. I. 
Na svabhavikam ctad vakyarn tasman na vadahanir me. 
nasti ca vaisamikatvam vigesahetug ca na nigadyah. 24. 
Samvyavaharam ca vayam nanabhyupagamya kathayama h.28 cd. 
(Api ca. na yayam vyavahara-satyam pratyakhyaya vyavahara-satyam 
anabhyupagamya kathayamah ganyah sarvabhavaiti. na hi vyavahara- 
Satyam anagamya gakya dharmadegana kartum. yathoktam- 
Vyavaharam anasritya paramartho na desyate, 
Paramartham anagamya nirvanam nadhigamyate. 
iti. tasmad madvacanavat gunyah sarvabhavgh sarva-bhavanam 3 a 
niNsvabhavatvam ubhayathopapadyamanam iti.-Nagarjuna’s V7tt/). 
Yadi kacana pratijiia tatra syad «sa me bhaved dosah, 
nasti Ca mama pratijiia tasman naivasti me dosah. 29. 
Pratisedhayami naharh kigcit pratisedhyam asti na ca kigcit, 
tasmat pratisedhayasity adhilaya eva tvaya kriyate. 64. 

—ViV, 1, 24, 28, 29. 64. 
See ‘An Essay on Philosophical Method’, pp. 140-141—R. G. Colling- 
wood (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1962). 


Vijfiana—vyatiriktam punar idam visvam sadasadbhyam vilaksanam 
brahmavadinah Sangirante. tatha hi nedam sad  bhavitum arhati, 
vaksyamanadisanagrastatvat. na’py asad eva tatha sati laukika- 
Vicdrakanam Sarva—yyavahara-vyahatyapatteh..... —KbKG, p. 76; 


‘Na Ca te dosah svakam. api ghnanto jatayah katham na syur iti vacyam, 


yato Nirvacanjyatvam badhyate tair dosaih svayam apy anirvacaniyallr 
eva. anirvacaniyair eva ca tair vyavabriyate eveti kuto’sman pratl 
an syat; tajjatitvasya ca nirucya yojayitum agakyatvat.—KhKh, 
Yo hi sarvam anirvacansya-sadasattvarh brute sa katham anirvacaniyata- 
sattva—vyavasthitau paryanuyujyate, sa’ pi hi kytsna—prapaficapara-sarva- 
sabdabhidheya~madhya=nivistaiva. parasyaiva vyavasthayaivam pary- 


ay bbe 
_ avasyati—nirvacana- -pratiksepad anirvacaniyatvam, vidhinisedhayor ekatara- 


nirasasyetara- ~paryavasayitayas tenabhupagamat. tatah parakiya-rityedam 
ucyate— anirvacanjyatvamh vigvasya paryavasyati’ iti. vastutas tu. vayam 
sarva- ~Prapatica-sattvasattva—vyavasthapana-vinivyrttah svatah-—siddhe cid- 
atmani brahma-tattve kevale bharam avalambya caritarthah sukham 


asmahe.—KhKh, pp. TOH To. 


The conflict of Reason is finely presented in the works of the 
Madhyamika school. See MK—Ch. 2 on motion, 5. 1-8; 18.10; 24.19 
etc. The ultimate reality is attempted to be explained in MK 18.9, 25.3, 
etc. See also MK 2.21, 19.6, 6.10, 10.16, 10.1, 10.15, 812-13, 4.1; 14.8; 
24.18; Catuhsataka 14. 14; 9.2; 8.16; Bodhicar yavatarapanjika, p. 352, 
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“The unhappy terminology used even in philosophical treatises is a 
predicament of language. Language is pre-eminently an° instrument to 
express the empirical. This is not only natural, but pragmatically the 
more important. Very often philosophy, especially absolutism, has to 
convey through the usual symbols what admittedly cannot be symbolised. 
This it does by superimposing an induced or artificial signification on 
conventional words, Many of the ambiguities and apparent inconsistencies 
in the Madhyamika or other absolutist systems are traceable to this 
necessary predicament. They are ever trying to convey through language 
and concepts things for which language was not intended as an instrument 
of expression.’’—The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, p. 153-T: R. V. 
Murti (George Allen and Unwin, second edition, 1960). ) 


Na vayam svatantram anumanam prayutijmahe para-pratijiia-nisedha- 
phalatvad asmad-anumananam.-MKYV, p.34. Kim punar anyatarapra- 
siddhena’py anumaneng’ sty anumanabadha. astisa ca svaprasiddhenaiva 
hetuna, na paraprasiddhena. lokata eva drstatvat. kadacid dhi loke’rthi-- 
pratyarthibhyam pramanikrtasya saksino vacanena jayo bhavati parajayo 
va. kadacit svavacanena, paravacanena tu na jayona pi parajayah. yathaca 
loke tatha nyaye’ pi. laukikasyaiva vyavaharasya nyayagaStre prastutatvat.— 
MKV, pp. 34-35. See also MKY, p. 57, pp. 18-19; KhKh, p. 11. 


Tattulyohas tadiyam ca yojanari v’sayantare, 
grnkhala tasya sese ca tridha bhramati matkriya..—KhKh, p. 731, 


Acaryo bhiyasa prasangapattimukhenaiva parapaksarh nirakaroti sma. 
-MKV, p. ‘24. Prasangapadanam ca na svapaksasithapanayopadiyate 
kirn tu parasya’ nistapadana’ rtham, paranistam ca tadabhyupagama- 
siddhair eva dharmadibhih sakyam Sp acay NE: —N) ayakandali, Pp. 197 
(as quoted by Mutti ). 


See MKV, pp. 14-16: also pp. 36-38, etc. 





CHAPITER 14 


PROBLEM OF TRUTH 


Indian logicians from very early times recognised certain 
sources of knowledge, the most important of them being 
perception, inference and verbal or scriptural testimony.? The 
philosophical systems; have accepted the important rule that 
Knowables ( prameya) can be established on the strength of 
pramanas ( sources of valid knowledge ).2 Accordingly, each 
system of philosophy has laid down the number of pramaiias 
acceptable to it and it is within the framework of these that 
the different doctrines of a particular school are established 
and developed. The Jogical and the metaphysical principles, 
as said above, present a striking consistency in the systems of 
Indian philosophy. | 

_ The Madhyamikas, the most outstanding among them 
being Nagarjuna (second century A. D.), and the sceptics, 
as we have seen, did not admit that the pramanas could 
Yield valid knowledge. The knowledge derived from them 
may be empirically efficient or useful, but its ultimate validity 
Cannot be proved, The system of pramuanas is dependent on 
their being Properly defined, and the system of knowables is 
dependent on the pramanas, but the pramanas cannot be 
defined as the different definitions put forth suffer from 
anomalies and contradictions, and consequently nothing can 
be proved. The Sarikara Ved4ntins also repudiated the validity 
of the pramanas.* Besides, the Buddhists did not admit 
savikalpa pratyaksa ( determinate perception ) as valid as it is 
determined by conceptual construction ( kalpana@ ) and is not 
derived from the object alone. In the face of such devastating 
criticism, the pramanavadins had to put their conception of valid 
knowledge on a sound basis, and they formulated their theories 
of truth and validity and attempted to establish them, .espe- 
cially keeping in view the criticism directed against them. 
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The Vaisesika-sitra distinguishes between vidya (true 
cognition) and avidya@ ( untrue cognition ) by saying that 
avidya is defiled knowledge ( dusta jiiana ), knowledge which 
is conditioned by vitiations (such as defects of the sense- 
organs, vitiated predispositons and the like ). Vidya is know- 
ledge not so defiled.t. The Nya@ya-sitra inserted two epithets 
in the definition of pratyaksa (perception) which can be applied 
to all cases of valid cognition —avyabhicarin ( non-deviating 
or non-discrepant ) and vyavas@yatmaka ( certain, i.e. not 
doubtful ). As Vatsyayana says, that cognition is avyabhicarin 
(non-deviating, non discrepant ) which presents: its object as 
it is in reality; what is otherwise is vyabhicarin (deviating or 
discrepant ).5 It is to be noted that here. true and untrue 
cognitions are defined in terms of their characteristic features 
and not the conditions leading to them as in the Vaisesika 
stra. Here the emphasis is on conformity or correspondence 
with the object—undoubtedly a progressive step. True know- 
ledge ( yathartha jnana ) in order to be prama ( valid knowledge) 
must be presentative (anubhavatmaka) in character and not 
reproductive of previous experience. Sirti, though a cognition, 
which agrees with its object or is true, is not regarded as valid 
in the Nyaya-Vais:sika school.¢ Here the psychological 
distinction of anubhava (direct knowledge) and smrti (memory, 
remembered knowledge ) enters into the demarcation of the 
definition of prama (valid knowledge ). The reason may be 
that memory, however correct it may be, suffers from 
haziness, while the understanding of truth requires lucidity 
and resoluteness in it. Thus, according to the Nyaya school, 
the truth of cognition consists in its correspondence 
(avyabhicaritva or yatharthya) and certainty or definiteness 
(vyavasayatmakatva); and to be prama (valid), knowledge must 
be, as said above, presentative (anubhava). Anubhaya is the 
knowledge of real objects as distinguished from those that 
are imagined; that is to say, knowledge which is grounded 
in the object itself (arthajanya).' Knowledge not of this 
nature is aprama, | 





630 Indian Dialectics 


The nature of truth according to the Nyaya—VaiSesika 
is correspondence (yatharthya) between the objective fact and 
its apprehension. According to the Correspondence Theory, a 
proposition is true if there is a fact to which it corresponds; 
correspondence consists in the agreement of the const)tuents 
of the objective fact and of the proposition. But it may be 
noted here that when we apply the terminology of western 
philosophy to Indian theories, it is not fair to load the under- 
standing of Indian theories with all the implications of the 
terms of western philosophy. As a matter of fact, any Indian 
theory pertaining to the nature of truth is not exclusively a 
theory of Correspondence or of Coherence or of Pragmatism. 
hus, according to the Nyaya Vaisesika, the truth of knowledge 
consists in correspondence with objective facts. Where a test 
Of truth is required, it is expected to satisfy the test of 
confirmation and utility. If we accept the proposition, ‘There 
1s water at a distance’, we can test its truth by approaching 
it and making sure. This is what pravrtti-samarthya (efficiency) 
also means, Or we may compare a similar true knowledge of 
Welty On “several occasions in the same circumstances 
( tajjatiyatva ). Yet the Nyaya school does not accept the 
Pragmatic theory of truth. Knowledge, according to it, is 
useful because it is true; it is not true because it works, ® 


Wks _have seen that the concepts of ayyabhicaritva, 
"yavasdyatmakaiva, yatharthya were severely criticised and 
repudiated by sceptics like Jayarasi and absolutists like 
Sriharsa and others. GangeSa (thirteenth century) --the founder 
of the Navya—Nyaya school who kept in view these criticisms 
of Sriharsa, discussed the different definitions of pramanya and 
recognised the definition —‘ patra yad asti tatra tasyanubhavah 
prama, tadvati tatprakarakanubhavo va’ (Prama is presentative 
knowledge of a thing in respect of that in which it subsists, 
Or presentative knowledge having that as the special qualifier 
In respective of a thing which possesses that 1° 


The author of the Parva-Mimamsa-satra while saying 
that sabda is the only infallible guide in respect of dharma 


— 
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gives us an idea of what the Mimarmsakas understand by 
prama@ or valid cognition. According to Kuméarila, the Parva: 
Minamsa stitra 1 1.5 says: “ The (metaphysical) relation 
between word and its meaning is eternal and the means of 
knowing it is the Upadesa (Injunction) which is incapable of 
contradiction; it is authoritative with regard. to an object 
not apprehended before, because it is independent, so says 
Badarayana” ( au/pattikas tu Sabdasyi' rthena sanibandhah tasya 
jnanam upadeso’vyatirekas c@’rthe’nupalabdhe tat pramanam 
Badarzyanasy@ napeksatvat ).1° 


Thus according to the Pirva~Mimamsakas, knowledge 
in order to be valid must be uncontradicted and must have 
novelty, that is to say, must cognise athingnot apprehended 
before; it must be presentative. in character. Smrti is not 
regarded as valid, though it may be true, by the Mimarsakas 
as it does not yield, any fresh knowledge and is dependent 
On previous impressions. Recognition ( pratyabhijna ) is not 
excluded as it does not consist Only of remembrance; there 
being the element of direct cognition init, it is valid. Conti- 
nuous cognition (dharavahika jnana) similarly cannot be classi- 
fied under memory as there is throughout contact between the 
Sense-organs and the object and the various stages are 
independent of one another.!! Prabhakara ina way differs from 
this view. According to him, it is not a necessary characteristic 
Of prama@ or valid cognition that its object should be one 
that is not already cognised( agrhita }. He defines valid 
cognition as apprehension ( pramanam anubhatih) and regards 
memory as non-valid not because it is not agrhita-grahin 
(cognising a thing not already known), but because it is not. 
independent, being dependent upon previous cognitions, 
Presentation( anubhava ) is an essential requisite of prama. 
This definition of pram@ presupposes the intrinsic validity 
of knowledge; prama.can be defined as anubhati only if each 
and every knowledge is inherently valid. Kumdarila, on the 


I-80 
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other hand; regards agrhita-grahitva as an indispensable cha ew! 
teristic of valid cognitioa, which must of course be definite. 
Determinate perception (savikalpa  pratyaksa ), continuous 
cognition (dharavahika-jiana) and inference (anumiti) ate 
valid as they add to the knowledge already acquired.*® 


The Mimamsakas accept the svataoh-pramanya (intrinsic 


truth or validity) of knowledge, because if each piece of 


Knowledge is required to be ascertained by another, it would 
lead to the contingency of anavastha (infinite series) and never 
lead to confident action. It is only the invalidity or falsity 
( apramanya ) of knowledge that is determined by extraneous 
means—defects, etc, A cognition is known to be false only 
if it is contradicted by another cognition The peculiarity of 
the Mimarmsakas lies in this that they test apramanya rather 
than pramanya. They have a theory of Error, rather than a 
, Weory of Truth. Truth ‘is an inherent characteristic of know- 
ledge though we may test the truth of our knowledge by 
finding Out whether it coheres with other experiences or nol. 
But this test js an external one and does not affect the nature 
_Of truth. The statement of the Mimamsakas that a judgment 
may “be ascertained 10 be true by seeing if it is confirmed by 


other judgments, Suggests the theory of coherence. The various 
Judgments must fit together. 


It may be noted here that according to Prabhakara and 
his followers alj Present2tive cognitions are valid ( pramiana ); 
they May be bhranta’ (erroneous ) or not according as they 
come into conflict with our empirical experience and behaviour 
ae not. We May take the instance of a person suffering from 
Jaundice Who sees q yellow conch-shell. This cognition is valid 
( pramana ) inasmuch as it really consists of two true cognitions 
between which he has failed to distinguish; but it is bhranta 
(erroneous) as it is contradicted later when the man realises 
that the conch-shel] appeared yellow because of the yellow 
bile in the eye. In the case of the cognition of ‘hot water’ 
on the other hand, the heat really belongs to the particles of 
fire, but the cognition is never found to be contradicted or 
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to be 1aconsistent ( visamvadin ), so it is not erroneous (bhranta). 
Those who call it invalid and erroneous are contradicting 
experience common to all ( sarvalokavirodha ).1* Partbasarathi 
Misra refutes this argument regarding the cognition of ‘hot 
water’. There would be sarvalokavirodha if people admitted its 
validity though knowing that it was not true. But they regard 
it as true (yathartha) and hence also valid and not-erroneous. 
But those who know it as apathartha (not-corresponding -to 
the objeciive facts) never regard it as valid and not-erroneous, 
Hence yatharthya is an essential characteristic of valid 
cognition.4° Kumarila and his followers contend that so far 
as the judgment ‘This is silver’ (in respect of shell) involves 


a cognition it is quite valid for the cogniser at the time he 


has the cognition; the subsequent experience or detection of 
some defect in the sense-organs, etc. sets aside the validity 
that belonged to the cognition,?®% 


Valid knowledge according to the Buddhists is that which 
points to a point-instant of reality and is free from error. 
According to them the svalaksana (unique particular) alone is 
real, there is no s@manya, universal, which is general and charac- 
teristic of the class Direct perception cognises the particular 
(svalaksana) and inference the universal (sa@manya). In that case, 
inference would be indirect and non-valid as itinvolves conceptual 
construction (ka/pana). From that high standard from which 
pure sensation perceiving the svalaksana 1s regarded as valid 
knowledge, perceptual judgment is subjective and conceptual 
and hence not valid. Much less valid is inference which is 
more steeped in thought-construction, Dharmottara says that 
inference is’ erroneous since it deals with non-—entities. The 
course it takes consists in having to deal with mental contents 
of a general, unreal character and in ascertaining through 
them some real fact and so 1s regarded as pramana. Inference 
has an imagined thing as its object, as inference is cognition 


of a thing which cannot be perceived but can only be imagined. 


But its procedure consists in referring this imagined object 
to a real point. Its ultimate result is the same as in pratyaksa, 
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the cognition of a point of reality through a constructed 
symbo], What is finally cognised is a point-instant of reality as 
possessing a definite symbol, e.g. the moustain as possessing 
the unperceived fire. Pratyaksa and anumana point to definite 
Objects and therefore are valid; what is other than these is 
not valid 17 
A further characteristic of valid cognition, according to 
the Buddhists, Is that it should be fresh or new, that is to 
Say, Cognition of a thing not already cognised. A person acts 
as stimulated by the Knowledge which first cognised an object. 
If knowledge is characterised as ‘ stimulative to action’ 
(pravartaka), no other knowledge than that of the first moment 
'S-Tequired as it would be superfluous. Hence knowledge of 
things already cognised is not valid.'® Novelty is regarded by 
the Buddhists aS an €ssential characteristic of valid knowledge. 
The Mimarmsakas also accept this, but they make concessions 
yale ee Pratyaksa (determinate perception) anc 
abies at Hee ainda Cognition) as valid, as explained 
onthe Bec StS, On the Other hand, insist that it iS 
yt: 8¢ in the first moment of pure sensation 
that IS valid: aflerwards it is intel! ; son Fe | 
object in the | 3 e ectually determined The 
| ater moments js not grahya (object of sensuous 
apprehension), but adh 2 me ‘mI 
yavaseya (intellectually determined). 
accept anumana as a pramafa, source 
“Y are really hesitant about it, asin it 
Om the very outset. They expel with a 
Pratyaksa, sangaya (doubt), viparyaya 
“Cognition) and smrti (memory) from 
a Valid knowledge. Dharmottara 
if. 1 @haravahika jnana from the category 
du, that the dharavahitea jJnana of 


ms 1S valid it j ; a 
Sime oe ie a aS itis COnscious of the different point-instants, 
not su of-ordinary Persons 19 : 


single stroke, Savikalpa 
(error), pratyabhijna (r 
the category of Prama 
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not pragmatic fitness (arthakriyayogyata) and verification alone 
but that along with the correspondence of the presentation 
with the tiue nature of reality. Such presentations as those 
of jewel itself for the light of the jewel, or of yellow conch— 
shell for a white one, or of movin. trees for trees which are. 
really stationary are not. vatid though there is verification. 
The pragmatic test must satisfy the conditions ol shape, quality, 
place, time eic. Every variation in the characteristics makes 
the characierised object a’ different one. Thus,. cognition 
revealing one shape of the Object is not to be Considered 
valid when the real object has a different shape. For instance, 
‘the yellow conch-shell’ is not a valid cognition of the shell 
Which is. really white. Nor js the cognition valid when it 
falsely reveals the place of the object; eg the cognition 
apprehending a jewel in the radiance in the chink ina door, 
when the latter is mistaken for the jewel which is in the 
room behind the door. The Cognition is not right also when 
it reveals an object as existing at a time which does not 
belong to it; for instance, dream of an object being seen at 
noon is not a true cognition of a rea} object existing at 
midnight?!. The Buddhiss can be said lo Insist on a pragmatic 
test which agrees in all respects with the circumstances of 
the original cognition. | 

But here a difficulty presents itself. In the view of the 
Buddhist, objects ure INomentary, so to reach the object in 
ils own time—the unique moment to which its real existence js 
confined—is impossible. The Buddhist agrees and says that he 
does not maintain that it should be reached by a distinct cognition 
at that very moment to which its existence js confined, There 
is a moment of sensation and a different moment of actual 
reaching or even distinct perception. The unity which appears 
'O0 exist between different moments is a unity produced by the 
Synthesis of distinct apprehensions and represents In reality a 
chain of momentary existences.22 The pragmatic test can be 
said to be satisfied if an entity of the same continuum is 
reached. : 
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There were perhaps thinkers among the Buddhists 
themselves who regarded the pragmatic test as ultimate. The 
knowledge of the moving trees, for instance, is valid as acting 
upon it the trees can be reached, and some say that it was 
because of this that Dinndga did not regard ‘abhrantatva (non- 
illusoriness ) as an essential characteristic of direct perception. 
(He defined pratyaksa as only kalpanapodha, devoid of 
conceptualisation). But if is the contention of Santaraksita 
and Dharmottara among others that what constitutes validity 
is not just verification but verification in the irue sense of 
the term, which satisfies all considerations of colour, ume, 
place, ete.23 The purrose of knowledge is served when it 
presents an objective reality in its true character. Buddhism 
does not accept knowledge as true only because if Is useful, 
but it should be useful in the sense that the content of 
cognition is verified. If may be noted that the actual attainment 
of the object which takes place by reason of a chain of 
psychical phenomena or efforts is a secondary product. The 
Intermediate link between knowledge and attainment has only 
4 psychological bearing on the problem, its logical value is 
mediate and derivative. Dharmottara distinguishes clearly 
between knowledge and its result, viz. attainment of an object. 
The volitional urge and the attainment follow as necessary 
consequences, This means that an instrument of knowledge 
fulfils itself by making known an object which is not cognised 


before, this object being one towards which effort or activity 
can be successfully directed. 


The Jainas define pramana as knowledge which is self- 
luminous and which illumines other things, which is definite 
and uncontradicted. Definiteness ( yyavasayatmakatyva ) is an 
essential characteristic of prama@, so that samSaya (doubt), 
viparyaya (error) and aaadhyavasaya (indefinite cognition) are 
not regarded as valid. For the Jainas, all true and definite 
uncontradicted knowledge is pramana (valid knowledge)—evep 
smru, tarka, pratyabhijna, etc. The Jaina view does not regard 
agrhitagrahitva or novelty as essential for pramanya. Avyabhicaritva 
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(non-discrepancy) is enough to make a cognition valid.25 The 
validity of knowledge is ascertained from avisamvada or lack 
of inconsistency with facts. According to the Jainas though 
the knowledge of a moving tree when the ship is moving is 
avisamvadin because if a person puts it to the test,-the tree 
is undoubtedly found, yet this knowledge is not pramana as 
the knowledge does not conform to facts as they are found. 
A moving tree is apprehended while what is found is a 
stationary one. In those cases where by previous knowledge 
of correspondence a conviction is produced that a particular 
knowledge is true there may be a psychological ascertainment - 
of its validity without reference to extraneous facts. Vyarasaya 
( decisiveness, definiteness ) is also regarded as a criterion of 
validity. It enables a person to employ propositions about 
the existence or non-existence of things. As Vidyananda says 
avisamvada and vyavasaya do not differ essentially. Correspon. 
dence is essential, besides conative fulfilment for the validity 
of knowledge.?° 


The Kevaladvaitins initially did not propound any logical 
views of their Own; it was only at a later stage that they 
laid down their logical prisciples. According to them all 
uncontradicted knowledge is prema. The Sankara Vedantins 
have no special objection to accepting symrti as valid knowledge, 
nor do they insist on the inclusion of smyti in prama@. Valid 


_knowledge is knowledge which cognises a thing as possessed 


of the attributes it actually has, and which is conducive to 
successful effort.27 But, it may be urged, all empirical 
phenomena are unreal and are sublated on the realisation of 
Brahman; their knowledge is contradicted or becomes badhita, 
and hence the knowledge of jar, etc. cannot be regarded as 
valid. The answer to this is that ‘abadhita’ means not contra- 
dicted during the empirical or worldly state and so the 
definition is quite acceptable with regard to empirical knowledge. 
Of course, the definitions of logic are such as to be consistent 
With metaphysical principles from a higher point of view. All 
Our uncontradicted knowledge of the object of the world of 
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appearance should be regarded as valid until the absolute I3 
realised. Sankaracarya distinguishes the empirical world, which 
is: taken for granted in logic, from dreams and illusions. They 
do not satisfy the logical test of the fulfilment of conditions 
of place, time, cause and non-contradiction 2% According lo 
Sankara and his followers that alone is true or real which is 
not co.itradicted in all the three times (trikalabadhita ). Thus, 
the non-dual Brahman which is pure consciousness and which 
is Not an object of knowledge is the only reality. 


The Vedantins can, on the whole, be suid to admit the 
Coherence theory of truth. Truth is a systematic coherence, 
This is more than just logical consistency. A proposition 18 
true in so far as itis a llecessary constituent of a systematically 
coherent whole. In the Vedantic view, truth in its fulness is 
only one systematic coherent whole, which is the absolute. 
It attaches to Propositions as we know them and to wholes 
as we know them only to a degree. A proposition has a degree 
of truth P’Oportionate to the completeness of the systematic 
coherence of the system of entities to which it belongs. Thus, 
according to Ramanuja, when of the three el2ments—fire, 
water, carth—a. particular element predominates in an object, 
the - latter js designated Ly its character, though the other 
elements are also present. The element of fire or light (/ejas) 
being Present, a Shell possesses the qualities of zejas ie. silver 
and thus resembles silver in some sense. In’ the case of 
uiusion, OWing to defect ip the sense-organs and_ the like, 
perception grasps only the qualities of silver (tejas) existing 
In the shell and not qualities of the other elements in it (e.g. 
the Prthvi or earth element) and the shell is perceived as 
Silver. The knowledge of silver is thus true as it refers toa 
real object, the element of silver in the shell. In this view 
all knowledge jg regarded as having a real object. Viewing it 
cuftere mily, It can be said that every cogition is strictly speaking 
imperfect as it cognises only the predominant element in a 
thing but not the others, 2° According to the Vallabhaites, the 
inner Organ (antahkarana) generates prama when it is equipped 
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with sattva-guna, otherwise there is aprama. The knowledge 
which is primarily predominant in  sattva is the knowledge 
that one universal essence is present everywhere; this knowledge 
alone is absolutely valid Our empirical knowledge is associated 
with rajas and is not absolutely valid. This ra@jasa jrana is 
ordinarily regarded as valid, though it is not absolutely so, 
and it is with rajasa jrana that logic is mainly concerned. 
Knowledge asscciated with ramas is completely false.®° Thus 
a knowledge can be judged as valid or not in relation to the 
system of which it is an essential part. Jar, cup, saucer, etc. are 
unreal when considered by themselves; they are real inasmuch 
as they are modifications of clay or earth. Similarly, earth, 
etc, are unreal by themselves and are real only when viewed 
in relation to the Ultimate Principle This is true of their 
cognitions also. All knowledge is to be viewed within the 
framework of the knowledge of the Absolute. According to 
the Kevaladvaitins also, the ephemeral or illusory (pratibhasika), 
the empirical (vyavaharika) and the highest (pa@rama@rthika) are 
real or true in view of the Absolute Brahman which is the 
substratum of all appearance. Whatever reality there is derives 
from the Absolute Principle. lt may be noted that for the 
Vedantins truth and validity are identical; only the Vallabhaites 
do not regard memory, though it be true, as valid. Definite 


uncontradicted knowledge whose causes are not vitiated is 
regarded as valid. 


Yatharthya ( correspondence or agreement with the object), 
avisamvada ( coherence or lack of inconsistency) and arthakriya-— 
karitva ( efficiency or being capable of leading to successful 
action) are regarded as the criteria of true and valid knowledge, 
Novelty is regarded as another requisite of valid knowledge 
especially by the Mimamsakas and the Buddhists. The 
Naiyayikas and the Prabhakaras regard anubhittitva (presentative- 
ness) as an essential characteristic of valid knowledge; knowledge 
in order to be valid must be presentative and not reproductive 
in character. Smy/i though true cognition is not prama (valid 
or et For almost all the the other schools, truth and 
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validity are one, and all true knowledge is regarded as valid 
knowledge. 


The Indian logicians have lent much thought to the theory 

of knowledge. They have distinguished between knowledge, 
true and untrue, valid and invalid, as also defined valid 
knowledge and formulated theories of truth. The moot problem 
With them is whether pramanya ( validity ) or apramanya 
(invalidity ) of knowledge is intrinsic (svatoh ) or extrinsic 
(paratuh), generated by the same factors as produce knowledge 
or by other causes, whetber it can be known directly along 
with knowledge and whether it can proceed independently 
in its task of rightly or wrongly ascertaining the object. That 
Is to say, “Is pramanya independent of other factors in respect 
of its origination (utpatti\, apprehension (jzapti) and its effect 
or the function of ascertaining things as they actually are 
(yathavyavasthitarthapariccheda-laksane karye) ?” The two main 
“xponents of the theory of the validity of knowledge are the 
Mimarhsakas and the Naiyayikas. The Mimarsakas hold that 
pramanya or validity is not dependent on other factors in all 
these Tespects, whereas. apramanya is dependent on other 
conditions; the Naiyayikas, on the other hand, are of the view that 
hat orcad and invalidity are dependent on conditions other 
Vedio voae. for the origination, etc. of knowledge. The 
the “Santer 1 hati accepted the theory of the Mimamsakas. 
thing bein a Oga, in agreement with their theory of every- 
believed reap a existent whether latently or patently, are 
sak gated te that validity and invalidity are both intrinsic 
aivalidity he im The Jaina logicians hold that validity and 
ependent on other factors for their genesis 

and -function but in respect of their apprehension they may 
be dependent or not, according as the object cognised is 
a familiar one or not a familiar one. The Buddhist logicians 
hold the same view as the Jaina logicians though they are 
generally believed to be of the view that validity is extrinsic 
and: invalidity intrinsic. In familiar cases both pramanya and 
apramanya can be known intrinsically. A person with some 
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eye-disease ( that he is aware of ) knows as soon as he sees 
anything that his cognition is not true. Similarly, in normal 
cases pramanya is ascertained along with the cognition.3? 
Pramanya and apramanya seem, according to the Buddhists, 
in their ulpatti to be paratah, as being due to excellence or 
defect in the causal apparatus, The controversy on this problem 
is mainly and primarily between the Mimarsakas and the 
Naiyayikas. Following in their wake, other schools formulated 
their own theories recarding pramanya and apramaiya as 
seen above 

We shall discuss at some length the views of the Mimarsakas © 
and the Naiyayikas with regard to validity being intrinsic 
(svata) or extrinsic (paratah). The former were concerned 
most with proving the validity or authoritativeness of Sruti 
or the Vedic word. They accepted it on the Strength of their 
tradition, but they had to prove this in their controversies 
and discussions with others. It is obvious that they could not 
confine their discussions to the intrinsic validity. of the 
Veda alone which they regarded as apauruseya (authorless, 
not owing its existence to any person, not even God). 
Consequently, they formulated a theory of validity in general.32 | 
We may now consider the arguments in favour of svatah- 
pramanya (intrinsic validity) as given by Kumiarila in his 
Slokavarttika (1.1.2, 33 ff) and supplement this discussion 
Where necessary by additional arguments advanced by others. 


With regard to all cognitions you must consider the follow- 
ing questions : Is the validity or authoritativeness (pramanatya) 
and invalidity or unauthoritativeness (apramanatva) of a cogni- 
tion due to itself or to something else 288 Since those that are 
themselves non-existent cannot by any means be established, 
some people attribute both validity (pramanya) and invalidity 
(apramarya) to the cognition itself whereas others attribute them 
to the proved excellences or defects of its cause. But both can- 
not be due to the cognition itself, since the two are mutually 
contradictory and cannot subsist in one entity. Nor can both be 
due to something else, because there would be no definiteness | 
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in the cognition and it.would have no character of its own. 
That is to say, if both are held to be due to proved excellences 
or defects in the cause, then a cognition having arisen, SO 
long as such excellences or defects have not been proved, 
the cognition cannot be accepted as valid or invalid, and so 
would be without any character—which is an absurdity. HOw 
could it again be possible that any one thing, independently 
of all extraneous agency should have contradictory characters ? 
And when devoid of both these characters, what nature could 
the cognition have? It may be urged that though one and 
the same cognition cannot be both valid and invalid, yet the 
duality of character can be explained as referring to different 
cognitions and thus there would be ro contradiction. This 
isnot tenable, because even then if no extraneous determining 
factor is accepted, how can it be ascertained which cognition 
is valid and which not, and also where it is one or the 
Other. Therefore, for those who hold apramanya of cognitions 
to be intrinsic or natural ( svabhavika), pramanya must depend 
upon something else. In this connection the following rule 1s 
laid down : ‘Apramanya being a negative factor can never be due 
uo the defects of the cause, whereas pramanya being a positive 
ean as brought about by theexcellences of the cause ’** 

, Kumarila thus puts forth all possible alternatives regarding 
lee and apramanya being intrinsic or extrinsic. Showing 
_ 'Mpossibility of both being intrinsic or extrinsic, he 
Pets the arguments in favour of the view that apramarya 
18 Mirinsic and pramanya extrinsic. If cognitions as a rule 
have pramanya and the negation of pramanya be not determined 
by anything else, then no one could prevent dream cognitions 
from having pramanya. Their apramanya cannot be said to 
be due to defects, because as said above, being a negative 
entity it CanDot but be causeless. In the view that apramatya is 
intrinsic and pramanya extrinsic, however, there can be no 
pramanya in the absence of a particular cause, and 
consequently there is not the contingency of a negative factor 
(viz. apramanya) having a cause (in the form of defects of the 
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cause). The excellences of the sense-organs, etc, alone can be said 
to be the cause of pramanya, but the authority of these is denied 
for two reasons—(i) the occasional disorders of the organs of 
perception, and (ii) the occasional absence (e.g. during 
dreams) either of the organs themselves or of their capabilities 
It is on account of this fact that you have the ‘mistaken 
notion that the illusory cognition is due to defects in the 
cause. As a matter of fact, the invariable concomitance of 
defects leads to the knowledge of the absence of excellences 
and this absence establishes the apramanya of the cognition; 
that is to say, apramanya is not brought about by defects in 
the cause, but is due to the absence of the excellerces which 
would have brought about pramanyain the cognition Apramanya 
is the rule and prama@nya an exception in respect of cognitions. 
Therefore the purity of the cause ( ka@rana—suddhatva ) must 
be admitted to be the cause of the pramanya of a cognition; 
while apramanya being natural is due only to the absence of 
such purity (in the cause). There is no invariable concomitance, 
either positive or negative, between apramanya and defects, 
sO apramanya cannot be said to result from a defect in the 
cause. No defect, for instance, is found to exist in the case of 
ajnana (non-cognition) .that is due to the absence of the cause 
of cognition. [It may be noted here that apramanya is of three 
kinds—doubt (samsaya), erroneous knowledge ( viparyaya ) 
and non-knowledge (ajnana) |. Therefore inasmuch as there is 
no human agency—or even if there be any, because of the 
impossibility of-any purity belonging to it—, there is no cause 
for the pramanya of the Vedic injunction (codana) and so 
pramanya cannot rightly be said to belong to it,5® 


Kumarila then answers these arguments and establishes 
the view of the Mimamsakas that pramanya belongs intrin- 
sically to cognition, and it is apramanya that is extrinsic or 
due to external factors: We must understand that pramanya 
( validity ) is inherent in all pramanas for a potency by itself 
non-existent cannot possibly be brought into existence by any 
other agency; since it is only for the sake of its origination 








(644 Indian Dialectics 


that a positive entity requires a cause, and when it has once 
acquired existence, gives rise to its effect or proceeds to do 
its work naturally.5° If even on the rise of a cognition, the 
object is not comprehended until the purity of its cause has 
been ascertained by means of another valid cognition then 
in all cases we should have to wait for the rise of another 
cognition from another cause, for until the purity of the cause 
Of a cognition has been ascertained, it is as good as a non- 
entity. And this second Cognition could be regarded as valid 
Only on the ascertainment of the purity of its cause and so 
On ad infinitum. On the Other hand, if prama@nya is accepted 
as due to the Cognition itself, nothing else is required, 
because in the absence of the cognition of defects, falsity 
le. apramanya) becomes precluded automatically. Therefore, 
the authoritative character which cognition comes to have 
through the mere fact of its having the character of ‘cognition’ 
can be set aside Only by the awareness of the contrary nature 
oh ns object or by the recognition of defects in its cause. 
( For 'NSfance, in the typical case of mistaking the rope for 
3 serpent, when it is found on examination that it is a rope, 
me validity Of the previous cognition. of the serpent is set 
pe Similarly, One suffering from | jaundice, perceives the 
white conch-sheli as yellow, but as soon as he recognises 
the disorder in his eye, he attributes the cognition of yellowness 
to the disorder and accepts the conch-shell as white, thus 
Setting aside the Validity of his previous cognition ), 


hall Apramanya is three-fold according as it is due to falsity 
(mithyatya), NON-cognition (ajnana) and doubt (samSaya). From 
anong these, two, viz falsity and doubt, being positive entities 
are brought about by discrepancies in the cause. In the case of 
non-cognition, however, we do not admit the operation of such 
defects, because all non-cognition is due to the absence of the 
cause of cognition. ‘The fact of apramanya being due to defects 
does not involve the svatah pramanyavadins (those who hold that 
pramanya 1s intrinsic) in any vicious infinite series (anavastha@) 
as is found to be the case with the theory of excellences (as 
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being the cause of pramanya). [They explain apramanya as 
due to defects in the cause and the contraly charecter of the 
objects of cognition which are known by pramanas which are 
authoritative; thus the latter cognition comes to be intrinsically 
valid and here the matter rests and they are saved the necessity 
of assuming one cognition after another ad infinitum. It is 
only when one thing (authoritative or otherwise ) is made to 
depend upon another of the same kind that the contingency 
arises].°7 Apramanya (falsity) is got at directly through the 
cognition of the same object as having a contrary character, 
for so long as the former cognition is not set aside, the 
subsequent cognition (of its contrary) cannot arise. As to the 
other method, though the cognition of the defect of the cause 
is known to refer to a different object (than the object of 
the original cognition), yet we have co-objectivity (of the 
two cognitions) as being implied thereby and hence there 
is the preclusion of the former as in the case of the 
milking pot. (There is a general rule for performing a 
certain rite by means of a certain vessel: but in a particular 
case there is a special rule, whereby the rite is performed by 
means of another vessel, and here both the rules are accepted 
as being co-extensive in their scope as having the common 
purpose of laying down a vessel:for the same rite. Similarly 
in the case of the cognition of yellowness with reference to 
conch-shell, though the preceding cognition of such yellowness 
has for its object the yellowness of the conch-shell and the 
subsequent cognition, the yellowness of the bile in the eye, 
the cause of perception being the defect of being jaundiced; 
yet in this latter case also we must admit a co-extensiveness 
of the scope of the two cognitions as implied by their - 
meaning. The cognition of yellowness leads to the cognition — 
of the bile, and the. bile being the cause of the perception 
of yellowness in white, is found to exist in the eye and thereby ~ 
leads to the conclusion that its effect—the perception of 
yellowness—is wrong and this conclusion of the cognition of 
yellowness being a mistaken one contradicts the former 
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cognition of yellowness in the conch-shell, and hence this 
Jatter is set aside. The implied meaning of the subsequent 
cognition is that there is bilein the eyes and the presence of 
the bile has given rise to the mistaken cognition of yellowness 
in respect of the conch-shell.) 


But this rule - (regarding the pramanya of the previous 
cognition being set aside by a succeeding cognition) applies 
only to those cases in which with regard to the latter there 
is neither cognition of any defect in the cause nor any 
contradictory cognition. In those cases, however, in which we 
have either of these two, the succeeding cognition becoming 
false, the preceding one comes to be authoritative.?® But in 
that coor” J2ke the pramanya is intrinsic (in the absence of 
any cognition of defects). It may be urged that just as the 
Hirst cognition is set aside by the second, so the second may 
be set aside by the third and so on and on we may have to 
proceed and find every cognition set aside by the one following 
it The answer to this js that where there is no such cognition 
we is no reasonable ground for doubt. It 1s only 
abalone Here of defects in the cause that sets aside the 
¥% Ridsiee ip when we do not come across any such defect, 
fw a, ay Poe Count the validity of the cognition 
60d). In fissd tie get na Sanka nis pramanika.—Slv, 1.2, 
teal los Salat the svatahpramanyavadin does not stand 
it fH fot this f¥eaon Ps more than three or four cognitions and 
praia yh, 8s at he adheres to the doctrine of svatah- 

Speaking of Sabda 
Kumarila says : 
in an assertion o 
certain pl 
faultless s 


( word, verbal testimony ) in particular, 
As a rule the possibility or rise of defects 
cate Pi Sime depends on the speaker; and in 
Ti tae sence of defects is due to its having a 
ae fCause the defects removed by his good 
qualities cannot attach to his word, or inthe absence of any 
speaker (aS is the case With the Veda), there would be no 
defects as at would have no substratum to inhere in. Inthe 
case of (truthful) human speech, we find two factors—absence — 
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of defects and presence of excellences, and it has already 
been explained that pramanya cannot be due to excellences. 
Therefore, excellences must be held to help only in the removal 
of defects, and from the absence cf these latter proceeds the 
absence of the two kinds of apramanya (viz erroneous knowledge 
and doubtful cognition, non-cognition being out of the question 
in a case of cognition), And thus the fact of pramanya being 
inherent in cognition—here verbal knowledge (Sabda) —remains 
unaffected. It may be urged that if the absence of defects 
is held to result from excellences, there is the same anavastha 
(vicious infinite series) as was urged against the rival thinkers. 
The answer to this is that it is not*so, because at the time 
of the cognition of the absence of defects, we do not admit 
of any active functioning of excellences, though they continue 
to be recognised because in the cognition of the absence of 
defects, they help by their presence. If the cognition of excellence 
be the cause of the ascertainment of pramanya, then even 
this cognition would stand In need of another for its confirmation 
and so on ad infinitum; but as a matter of fact, excellences 
help the ascertainment of the absence of defects only by 
means of their presence, which serves to suppress the defects 
and these are not able to weaken the confirmed pramanya 
of the cognition. Then too in the case of the Veda, the assertion 
of freedom from reproach is very easy to put forward, because 
there is no speaker in this case, and for this reason, the 
apramatiya of the Veda cannot even be imagined. Thus, then, 
the pramanya of the Veda being independent of a speaker or 
author, taking resort in its Author is entirely out of place, for 
this could be possible only if the Veda be assumed to be 
devoid of pramanya, (Only if the Naiyayika holds the theory 
of the unauthoritativeness of the Veda itself would he require 
a shelterin its infallible Author’ whom he assu’ es. But then, 
this infallible author would depend on the Veda for the proof 
of His existence, and the infallibility of the Veda resting upon 
the infallibility of such an Author, the reasoning would become 
a case of mutual dependence). Hence the mere fact of the Veda 
1-82 
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not having been composed by a respectable or reliable (@p/a) 
author ceases to be a defect. It is only haman speech that 
depends for its authority upon another means of valid knowledge, 
and hence in the absence of the latter, the former becomes 
faulty, but the other (ie. Vedic statement) can never be 4 
on that ground. [The commentators clarify even here a 
the other pramana serves merely to set aside (suspicion © ) 
a fault and not to establish pramanya }.*° 


_ Kumarila goes on to give a detailed exposition oF in 
| validity of the vedic word, into the details of which it IS 
not necessary to enter here. Kumarila has not explien’ 
referred to the three problems involved in the discussion © 
pramanya—though these are implied in the exposition. a 
pramanya intrinsic in respect of its origination (utpatti), a 
Own effect or function ( karya ) and its own cognition (jnapt) 
Or 1s it dependent on factors other than those on which 
knowledge depends ? Most of the logicians discuss the problem 
of pramanya from the point of utpatti (origination) and srapul 
(Cognition, awareness).*? But some like Jayanta, the author 
of the Nyaya—maiijari and Abhayadeva (tenth century ies 
the author of the well-known commentary of Siddhasena 
Divakara’s Sanmati Tarka have discussed it from a ‘hird 
Point of view also, viz. its karya (effect, or function of making 
things known as they are) (see Nyayamaiijari,,1, pp. 146 ff; 
Sanmati-pka, pp. 2 ff). 
It may be note 


ey. d that with regard to the cognition of 
validity (pramanya) 


there are three views among the Mimasnsakas. 
According to the Prabhakaras it is known from the knowledge 
itself which js self-luminous. According to Murari Misra it 
is known from the anuvyavasaya which arises after the know. 
ledge of a thing (e.g. I know the jar), and according to 
Kuméarila and his followers it is known by inference from the 
hetu, viz. jratata (Cognisedness) produced in a_ thing by the 
anuvyavasaya, Nevertheless all hold that pramanya is ascertained 
intrinsically, that is to say, by the very factors that are necessary 
for the apprehension of knowledge (see Tattva—cintamani, 
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Pratyaksa-Khanda, Pramanyavada, pp. 54ff ; also Vardhamana’s 
commentary on the Nyaya Kusumanjali, 2, p. 9 ),48 


The Naiyayikas on the other hand hold that pramaaya and 
apramafiya are extrinsic ( paratah ). This problem was initially 
discussed from the point of view of the determination of the 
pramanya or apramanya of knowledge. The validity of a 
cognition must be established ultimately by an appeal to 
facts, The process is that on the perceptual’ judgment ‘This 
is water’, there arises the further mental judgment ‘I see water’ 
and its validity is proved by actually drinking the water. ‘The 
validity of cognition is determined by its pravrtti-samarthya | 
(efficiency) though we may not verify each case of cognition of, 
for example, water.t* The difficulty is anticipated in the 
Nyaya-vartika and later works that there would be thus 
itaretaradsraya (mutual dependence ). A person will not act 
till he knows that his knowledge is true and the truth or 
validity of his knowledge cannot be determined till he acts 
(see NV, pp. 3-4; NVTIT, pp. Il ff). The Naiyayika’s solution 
is that the validity of knowledge can be determined only 
by its pravrtti-samarthya, A person proceeds to act on there. 
being the cognition of a thing, but not on there being 
the certain true cognition of a thing, because intelligent persons 
(scientists, discoverers, etc.) are seen to act even when there is 
doubtful cognition about a thing. And even when people act 
with the confidence that the knowledge of a thing is certain, 
they might be doubtful about the future result, whether they 
would be able to reach and handle the object or not. These, 
functioning even when doubtful of the result, determine the 
truth of the cognition from the- success the activity meets 
with, and later determining the validity of similar cognitions 
pertaining to familiar things and circumstances on the ground 
that they are similar and so efficient, they act on such cognitions. 
The validity of each cognition would be already determined 
by inference on the strength of similarity with a previous 
successful cognition and so on. If the cognition of the result | 
attained by acting on a particular cognition is doubted by 








” 
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reason of comparison with enjoyment in a dream and the 
like, then we can say that such a cognition is not a familiar 
One, so its validity would have to be determined by prayrtti- 
samatthya,as explained above (NVTT, p. 12). Thus determining 
the validity of mantras and Medicine whose results hav2 been 
actually seen by reason of their prayrtti-samarthya, the validity 
of the Veda which has no visible fruit but which is similar 
to the former can be determined even without resorting to 
pravrttt-samarthya, by reason of its being the utterance of an 
apta (viz. God). The allegation of mutual dependence (itare/ara- 
Sraya) can be answered by the consideration that one’s 
mundane life (Samsara) is beginningless, soeven when a baby 
starts sucking the breast it does so on the strength of its 
conviction of the validity cf the cognition of the breast by 
comparison with similar experiences in past lives, so the fault 
of mutual dependence is not there as also in the case of seed 
and sprout (NVTT, pp. I3-14). It may be observed here that 
THEN the Naiyayikas admit ihat the pramanya of anumana 
(inferential cognition), wpamana (analogy) as also of anuvyavasaya 
introspection) is svatah. This is so because the inferential 
Cognition arises out of a linga which is invariably concomitant 
oleae ead SO is resolute in its genesis, a 
ig eat, regan in the case of the cognition of the _ 
thats aR ‘eh the anuvyavasaya is ‘I know the thing before 
Bi ee pees opartina: rajatatvena janami). This does 
verbal testimon er verification. But sensuous cognition and 
fhongh secs fame _Tequire further verification as 
the arschet aE “ an existent object and canon by I, 
nor.are:the other oH 0 be invariably connected with the objeci; 
with the object in MSCS; sense—organs, etc. Invariably connected 

duestion. Word is not necessarily connected 
cies ns thing, but makes us understand the meaning of the 
Proposition only on the Strength of the knowledge of the 


convention regarding the meaning of words (NVTT, pp. 1-13). . 


Udayana has discussed the problem of the validity of 
cognition more systematically in the second stabaka of his 
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Nyaya-kusumaaijali and this is ably supplemented by Vardhamana 
in his commentary Nyaya-kusumaijali-prakaga. Vardhamana has 
incurporated in kis commentary arguments advanced by his 
father GangeSa in his Tattva-cintamani (Pratyaksa-khanda— 
Pramanyavada;. We shall consider here Udayana’s arguments, 
Supp.emented by those of Gargesa or Vardhamana ouly 
Where necessary. 

The argument establishing the paratastya of validity io 
respect of utpatti (genesis) is: “Prama (valid cognition) is 
dependent on causes over and above those that are the causes 
of cognition, because beingan effect it is a particular type of 
it, like aprama@ (invalid cognition)? (prama@ jranahetvatirikta- 
hetvadhina karyatve sati tad-visesatvat. apramayat\. Vardhamana 
examines a number of likely objections against the wording 
of this definition, but the simple argument is quiie under- 
standable as it is. What is meantis : whatever Causes, including 
the special ones (sense-organs, etc. in the case of perceptual 
cognitions, etc.) are required for producing the respective 
cognitions, cannot bring about the validity also of the cognition 
for which additional causes such as excellence of the sense- 
organs and the like are necessary. If prama (valid cognition) 
were dependent on only as many causes as are required for 
the origination of cognition, then even aprama would be 
prama; the cause of cognition is also a cause of apram@ since 
otherwise aprama would not be cognition. And, as GangeSa 
and Vardhamana add, even aprama (invalid cognition) shuuld 
thus be intrinsic (syatak), not extrinsic (paratah), because if 
it, like prama (valid cognition), were produced by the peculiar 
causes giving rise to cognition, dosa could not possibly be 
its cause. If the causa! apparatus being there, dosa is regarded 
as the cause of aprama,on account of positive and negative 
concomitance of dosa (e.g. non-perception of particular - 
features) and aprama, then on account of positive and negative 
concomifance of such guna (excellence) as perception of parti- 
cular features and the like and prama, guna should. similarly 
be regarded as a cause of prama (TC, Pramanya vada, pp. 
167; NyGyakusumaiijali-prakasa 2, -p. 3). : 
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Udayana continues: It may be urged that even while 
being cognition, it is aprama owing to the presence of defects 
in addition in the causal apparatus. The answer to this is 
that similarly owirg to the presence of the absence of defects 
in addition to the causes of cognition, cognition arises as 
prama (valid cognition) as it necessarily depends on that. It 
may be further urged that absence of dosa (defect) may be 
an additional factor, all the same it is not a positive one and 
SO prama@ can be said to depend only on those factors that 
are the causes of cognition. The answer to this is that this 
would be tenable if dosas were necessarily positive in character. 
But it is not so. Even absence, e.g. absence of cognition of 
the particular features of a thing, can be a defect; otherwise 
how could doubtful and erroneous cognitions arise due to it ? 
And then absence of dosa would be positive in character. Why 
should one not take it like this 2 (Nyaya-kusumanjali, pp 1-2). 


hte Ach ca explains this as follows :— It may be urged: 
ne case of the cognition ‘yellow conch-shell’, erroneous 
cognition arises though there is the perception of particular 
features ; hence non-perception of particular features cannot 
be the cause of erroneous cognition; or where perception of 
Particular features also is erroneous there the knowledge 
produced by it would also be erroneous, so perception of 
particular features cannot be said to bring about pramatva.”’ 
ban is not tenable The absence of that perception of particular 
oe a . Opposed to erroneous cognition is the cause 
ee ve case of perceptual error, direct perception 
of particular features is opposed to it because this is found 
to ne true with respect to erroneous perception of directions 
and the error ‘T am fair’ (-body and soul are identified); and 
that is not there due to a defect. Perception of particular 
features which is of the nature of valid cognition is an 
excellence (guna) and so its negation or absence is a_ defect 
(dosa), 
It may be argued here : “Non-perception of particular fea- 
tures is not a defect, but bile, etc. which obstruct the perception 
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of particular features are defects, because they are indispensable 
in the generation of invalid cognition. It may be urged on 
the ground of parsimony or simplicity (/aghava) that since 
these are many, 1t would be better to regard non-perception 
of particular features as the cause of aprama@ in view of its 
persistence (—1i.e. its being common to all cases—) as an _ 
obstructive factor of perception of particular features. But 
there is persistence in the sense that there is some defect or 
the other in all cases, otherwise apraim@ would not arise even 
from bile, etc. as these do not persist in all cases of invalid 
cognition; and because there is a greater degree or intensity 
of illusion corresponding to the greater degree or Inte sity 
of bile, etc. If bile etc. are not defects how is it that there 
is not the valid cognition of particular features? If it is said 
that this 1s because the particular features of these particular 
features are not pereived, then this would lead to a vicious 
infinite series. Moreover, perception of particular features is 
not the cause of all valid cognitions whatsoever, nor of valid 
perceptual cognition, because this is not always found to be 


the case, and because if it were the cause of the valid 


cognition of particular features there would be a vicious 
infinite series.” 

This reasoning is.not tenable. Though it may not be a 
cause of all valid cognition, yet it is a cause of the valid 
cognition which arises after doubtful and erroneous cognitions. 
Non-perception of particular features being a defect here, it 
is a defect in other cases also. The greater intensity of bile, 
etc. 1S not directly connected as a cause of a greater intensity 
of aprama inasmuch as it mostly obstructs the perception of 
particular features. Thus excellence (guna) is a cause of prama 
and dosa (positive or negative in character) that of aprama 
(NKuP, pp- 4-5; also TC, Pramanyavada, pp. 174-184) 

The Mimamsaka may perhaps concede that validity is 
brcught akout in ferceptual cognition and the like by 
excellence but yet contend that in the case of the Veda, the 
four-fold negation of error, etc. is the cause of prama; in 
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practice only when there is absence or error, etc., is there 
the rise of prama, and being possessed of the true knowledge 
of the meaning of the utterance of a speaker or the like Is 
not an excellence. Thus, as Udayana puts it, the Mimarnsaka 
may argue that in the case of Sabda (verbal or scriptural 
testimony) the defects are comprised by positive factors like 
the intention to deceive, so in their absence the validity of 
verbal cognition is intrinsic. But this is not tenable. The 
Naiyayika’s contention is that in the case of inference, ete. 
though the fallacies (lit. perversities) of /iiga and the like 
Which are positive are present as defects, prama does not 
arise simply due to their absence. 


It may be urged : “Whatever may be the position elsewhere, 
in the case of gabda there being the absence of the intention 
to deceive and the like, the excellences of the speaker are 
not required for the rise of valid cognition.” This is not true. 
It can as well be said then cortrarily that there being the 
absence of excellence its invalidity does not depend for its 
Mgination on the -defects of the speaker. If if is argued 
that pramanya is concomitant both positively and negatively 
with dosas (defects) and so they are its causes, this is not 
tenable; pramanya is likewise concomitant both positively 
and negatively with gunas (excellences) and so they are Its causes. 


It may be argued further ; “This may be the position with 


— {0 a person’s ( pauruseya— owing its rise to a person ) 
wore’ OF speech, but in the case of the Vedic word which 
Owes its 


—” TIS€ 10 no person (i.e. is apauruseya, authorless), 
there is pramanyaq Only due to the absence of dosa.’’ This is 
not tenable, because even apramanya is possible due to absence 
of guna. If it is contended that absence of guna is never 
found to be efficient With regard to apramanya, we ask: 
“Where has absence of dosa been found to be efficient with 
regard to pramanya 2” JF it is said that this is found to be 
the case with the utterances of worldly people, we say that 
absence of gufa is similarly found to give rise to apramanya., 
It may be said: Dosas alone are the cause of apramanya, 


~ 
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the absence of gunas being there because it cannot be avoided. 
The answer is: This is true of guras with regard to pramanya. 
If it is held that the presence of gunmas is there due to the 
removal of dosas, then we can similarly urge that the presence 
of dosas is due to the removal of gutas. It may be argued 
thatin that case the apauruseya Veda would become nihsvabhava 
(characterless) inasmuch as it would be associated with neither 
guna (the cause of pramanya) nor dosa (the cause of aprama@nya) 
and so would be neither valid nor invalid. The rejoinder to this 
is: “You have to blame yourself for this.’’ Therefore, as even 
though there is invariable connection with the absence of 
dvesa (hatred, dislike) and absence of raga (love, liking), still 
as it necessarily follows in the wake of ragaand dvesa, effort 
of the nature of proceeding towards (pravriti) or desisting 
from (nivrtti) a thing, is said to have raga or dvesa as the 
cause, and it is not proper to differentiate between them by 
saying that nivrtti is due to dvesa, whereas prayrtti is due to 
absence of dvesa though it follows in the wake of raga -—so 
here also prama and aprama are both due to guna and dosa 
respectively, and prama cannot be said to be due to dosabhava 


(absence of dosa ). | 

The Mimamsaka may rejoin : “Still the Veda being esta- 
blished to be apauruseya, it will come to have validity even 
because it is free from the doses of the speaker, and pramanya 
being thus established it follows that its there even in the 
absence of gunas; so dosabhava is the cause of pramanya 
and not gunas (excellences ).”” This can be counter—balanced 
by the argument that the Veda being devoid of the gunas of 
the speaker is not-valid and apramanya being thus proved, 
absence of guna is the cause of apramanya and .dosas are 
not the cause of it. It may be urged : ‘“Pramanya is determined 
intrinsically, and the attempt at determination only removes 
doubt about i!; being based on dosas, the doubt isabsent. Hence 
it is not possible to put forth a counter-balancing rejoinder 
here.” This is not true; there can easily be doubt or suspicion 
'  J-83 
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based on the absence of gunas. If it is urged that absence of 
guna alone cannot be a cause of apramanya ( —it can be a 
cause only when accompanied by dosa—) so there cannot be 
a doubt due to it, the rejoinder is that absence of dosa 
alone cannot be a cause of pramanya) (—It can be a cause 
only when accompanied by guna). So the doubt cannot cease 
due to absence of dosa (NKu. pp. 5-6). 


Then Udayana takes up the question of the apprehension 
(jiapti) or determination of pramanya by extraneous means 
and Not intrinsically. The argument is: “Similarly, pramanya 
1s known from another source, because in unfamiliar cases it 
Is doubtful, like apramanya (pramanyam parato jnayate, 
anabhyasa—dasayair samSayikatvat, apramanyayat-NKu, 2, Pp. 7). 

Udayana Observes that if knowledge carried with it the 
Pyviction of its validity, there would never be any doubt 
<i Hp validity (yadi tu svato jnayeta, kadacid api pramanya- 
Bplay syai—NKu, P. 7), as there is never any doubt 
Sac gat ctr eae and there is no scope for doubt in 
BD act = ermined things. Doubt does not arise from the 
Bae ats. common attributes and the like alone, leaving 
(sepatary Kory i sadhaka (corroboratory proof) and badhaka 
Brant te 10r ifit were so there would be the contingency 
If it a Mice eae ental C-there would never be any doubt). 
Page ee oe What is meant is that as in ihe case of 
owing to the , veel of apramana there arises doubt 
apiotahenciet yt pone Aeon of the cognition and the non- 
tedinsta ce Hs Oy Ne features, then we ask Even when 
(validity) not a a of valid knowledge, is 1ts pramanya 
bent tl ge ; ppre caded Or 1s the valid knowledge itself not 
Por Vheed In the former case, how can there be the 
: erermination of pramanya intrinsically, because it (pramanya) 
iS not apprehended even when the knowledge is apprehended ? 
In the latter case, how could there be doubt when the thing 
itself is not apprehended? The argument that the validity of 
knowledge must be intrinsically known as otherwise immediate 


successful activity on a vast scale would not be possible — is > 
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not tenable. This can be otherwise explained. Immediate effort 
not being possible without the immediate aggregate of causal 
factors implies its existence; profuse or intense effort implies 
profuseness or intensity ( pracurya ) of its causes; and desire 
is the cause of effort, and its cause again is the knowledge of 
the means of achieving what is desired and that arises from the 
apprehension of the probans ‘tajj@tiyatva’ ( being of the same 
class), and that also arises from contact with sense-organs and 
the like. But cognition of pramanya is nowhere found useful, 
and even if it were useful how could it be said -to ‘be 
intrinsic? Then profuseness of successful activity also results 
from profuseness of pramanya or profaseness of its cognition, 
but where is its svatastva (intrinsicness) useful ? And because 
those who want water, immediately, forcefully and successfully 
act with reference to water, therefore it does not follow that 
its potency to allay thirst is perceptible (NKu, pp. 7-8 ). 
That is to say, on there being cognition of water people 
proceed in its direction if they are thirsty not after ascertain. 
ing the validity of this cognition or the potency of water to 
allay thirst, but only on the basis of past experience or 
similarity to previous cognitions of water and the behaviour 
based on it. 

It may be urged : “ All this (immediate activity etc.) is 
justifiable on there being the cognition of pramanya; but if 
it were not intrinsic it would not be there at all, because 
the view that it is extrinsic suffers from the fault of anavastha 
(vicious infinite series).” As Vardhamana explains, if cognition 
whose validity isnot grasped is accepted as determining the 
validity of another cognition, then let even definite knowledge 
whose validity is not cognised determine the object. What is 
the need to cognise its validity ? And if on account of there 
being suspicion of its invalidity there is not the determination 
of the object from that alone, then due to doubt or suspicion 
as to the invalidity of the inference pertaining to validity — 
there is not the determination of validity from it. If the 
validity of this also requires to be ascertained there would be 








658 Indian Dialect’cs 
anavastha. Similarly Owing to the validity of the cognitions 
of the linga( probans ), vy@pri ( invariable concomitance ) ete. 
not being determined, the hety (reason), etc. would be asiddha 
(unproven), and if they were to be ascertained there would be 
anavastha. It is not true that there is not doubt as to the 
validity of the cognition of Jiiga, as this would contradict 
practical experience. Therefore it has to be accepted that 
pramanya is cognised intrinsically. 

Udayana’s rejoinderis : Even if it (pramafiya) is not cognised, 
everything (immediate action, etc) is possible even from the 
doubtful cognition of the thing. And there is not involved 
anavastha (vicious infinite series) because it is not accepted 
that pramanya must be necessarily known, otherwise the fault 
would be there in the case of the theory of the intrinsic 
Cognition Of pramanya-also. Vardhamana argues that there 
es the determination of the object only due to the deter- 
mination of the validity of the knowledge, but where in 
NESPECE of knowledge of palm of the hand and the like (ie. 
familiar Objects) there js not the suspicion of invalidity, there 
is the determination of the object only on there being definite 
haere oD SO confident activily 1S possible only due to it 
if aie Hi not the pursuit of the validity of the cognitions 
validity bat and the like of the inferential cognition of 

eee SO there is no anavastha (NKu. 2, pp. 12-13 and 
Prakasa, p. 14), | 
help to pt continues ‘It may be urged that the linga can 
” Hidkaos” saacits ae only if it is itself determined, SO another 
we ate | © Tequired for its cognition and so on ad 
infinitum, The Naiyayika rejoins : Does the thing, which is 
not BReOO Ota for, imply the existence of what can account 
for it without itself being determined, so that there should 
not be anavastha ? It may be urged here that it is definitely 
known by JDC of Perception and it by its very presence Is 
a determining factor, so this difficulty is not there. This is 
not tenable. In my cage also, the Jitga is definitely known 
by means of perception and it serves as a determining factor 
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by its very presence; so the difficulty is similarly not present 
here. It may be asked : When validity of the knowledge 
of probans is not determined, how could there be its definite 
knowledge? We can rejoin : When there is not the definite know- 
ledge of the validity of the knowledge of the thing which is not 
accounted for, how could there be its definite knowledge? 
the argument is similar. If it is contended that as said above, 
perception does not help to determine its object by definite 
knowledge or by definite knowledge of its pramanya, but by 
Its very presence, a similar argument can be advanced against 
it. It may be objected : ‘‘ What would happen if the probans 
accepted to establish pramanya turns out to be a fallacious 
one?” We can similarly ask: “ What would happen if the thing 
that is one not accounted for also proves to be a simulation ? ” 
It may be argued; ‘It also implies pramanya, so the general 
rule is maintined. It is only set aside at times by a contradicting 
factor.”’ The rejoinder is that this would .be true in the case 
of the probans also. It may be further urged that thus doubt 
will remain all the same with regard to the inference of validity, 
so the attempt to prove validity is meaningless. The answer to 
this is: “(It will be the same in your case also. If it is urged 
that the thing, which is not accounted for, is such that it 
could not be a simulation even in a dream, and so there 
would be no suspicion, we answer that the same can be said 
of the linga also. What again is this thing which is not a 
simulation even a dream, on the non-apprehension of which 
there would be scope for erroneous cognition and on the appre- 
hension of which there is the demonstration of its contradiction 
or absence (badhuvyavastha,? Otherwise, if the contradicting 
factor is itself subject to deviation (vyabhicara), badha-vyavastha 
also would not be there’. If the opponent urges, ‘‘ What harm 
if itis not there?” The rejoinder is that this is not tenable as 
the classification of reality (or truth) and unreality (or falsity) 
has to be there, otherwise there would be contradiction of 
worldly behaviour. How can there be the superimposition 
of the opposite even when there 1s the apprehension of all 
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particular features which are the decisive factors ? Or if this 
were to happen how could there be a contradicting factor, 
when there is the non-apprehension of the particular features 
other than these? And in its absence how could that which 
is not contradicted be illusory? (NKu. 2, pp. 13-14). Vardha- 
mana explaining this says: If there be superimposition of the 
opposite even when there is the apprehension of all particular 
features that are deciding factors, then its character of being 
a superimpositien could not be determined without a contra- 
dicting or sublating factor (badhaka) because otherwise there 
would be the contingency of everything being a superimposition. 
If it is determined by the badhaka, then on that which Js 
regarded as the badhaka being contradicted, there would be 
the contingency of its being a non-hadhaka; and in the event 
of its being uncontradicted there could not be the possibility 
of superimposition, when there is the apprehension of 
the particular features. And if pramanya is thus inferrable, 
Knowledge whose pramanya is cognised would not be the 
stimulator in respect of a thing which can be achieved after 
8reat effort, because the inferential cognition of its validity 
‘would have already perished; but the stimulation can come 
only from another cognition having the same object as that 
knowledge and in respect of which there is no suspicion of 
apramanya (invalidity). And thus inferential cognition of 
pramenya is not fruitless as without is there would be 


Suspicion of invalidity in respect of knowledge having the 
same object. 3 


That is to Say, the pramanya of knowledge in unfamiliar 
circumstances has to be ascertained by inference. The similar 
cognition that arises after this serves as the stimulator of 
activity. In familiar cases, it is not necessary to ascertain the 
validity of cognitions, but this is so only because we have 
an inner conviction of their validity on the ground of similarity 
with previous cognitions in the same circumstances which 
had been ascertained to be valid. This is the substance of 
Udayana’s contention. ! | 
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Summing up, one may say that the sceptic’s and the 
absolutist’s challenging the absolute truth of knowledge put 
the thinkers and logicians of the other schools on the alert 
and they carefully formulated their own theories of truth and — 
error, validity and invalidity. Even here they held different 
views and discussed their own theories and confuted rival ones 
at length in actual debates and controversies and in works on 
logic and philosophy. An enormous mass of dialectical thought 
grew around this subject. The attack on the authority of the 
the Veda and the sceptical attitude with regard to all knowledge 
in general gave the fillip to establish theories pertaining to 
validity and invalidity of knowledge in general. The Mimamsakas, 
mainly concerned with the defence of the intrinsic authority 
of the Veda, contributed much that is really important 
to the problem of knowledge. According to the Mimamsaka, 
truth is inherent in knowledge as the very aim and purpose 
of knowledge is truth and the very drive of it is towards it. 
According to the Naiyadyikas, on the other hand, cognition 
is neutral to truth and falsity which are due to and apprehended 
by extraneous conditions. Even the Naiyayikas had almost to 
recognise the intrinsic validity of anuvyavasaya, upamana, etc.; 
their contention that validity is extrinsic mostly pertained to 
perceptual cognition and verbal testimony. The Mimamsakas of 
al) the different sub-schools gave convincing rejoinders to the 
arguments advanced by the Naiyayikas. Thus an important 
epistemological problem came to light and received due attention 
from the different schools of philosophy asa result of dialectics. 


The Mimamsakas and the Vedantins who assert that 
validity is intrinsic to knowledge and invalidity extrinsic seem 
to have hit upon a very important truth. Knowledge does 
carry with it the conviction of its own truth in the case of 
every normal person. Even the ever-doubting sceptic’s drive 
in the cognitive process 1s towards truth though he never 
feels sure of it and so goes on doubting and questioning. 
The agnostic, though he does not believe in the possibility 
of the discovering of the ultimate truth about fundamentals, 
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yet has faith in, and works with, empirical truths. But there 
cannot be an unbridgeable gulf between the ultimate truth and 
the empirical one, though one may not be able to bridge it 
In our human condition with its limitations one has to proceed 
with the conviction that the qualily of truth is inherent in every 
knowledgeas it arises and that further contradictory experience 
removes the element of error from it and thus progressively 
leads to a clearer and a still clearer vision of Reality. This 
was the stand of the Mimamsakas, which became more 
comprehensive in the case of the Uttara-Mimamsakas or the 
Vedantins who attempted to grasp Reality as a whole. 


ee 


NOTES 


See ‘The Great Epic of India’ pp. 90 ff—Hopkins. 

Prameyasiddhih pramapaddhi—Samkhya-karika, 4. 
Sal-laksananibandhanatn mianavyavasthanam, mananibandhana ca meya~ 
sthitih, tad-abhave tayoh sadvyayahara-visayatvam katham ( svayam 
eéva)...—TPS, p. 1; Laksanadhing taval laksyavyavasthitih, laksanani 
Ca anupapannani, jqatadhikaranadi-laksananirapanadvarena cakraka- 
dyapatteh—KhKh, pp. 141-142; see also ViV, 31. 

Indriyadosat sarhskaradosac ca avidya; tad dustajianam, adustam 
vidya.—VS 9.2.10-12. 


No — 


Indriyarthasannikarsotpannarh jiiadnarm avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyava- 
sayatmakarh pratyaksam.—wNS. 1.1.4; yad atasmims tad iti tad vyabhi- 
cart yat tu tasmiths tad iti tad avyabhica:i pratyaksam iti—NB. 1.1.4. 


See Saptapadarthi, 59-61; 211 ff; Nyaya-kusumai jali, 4.1 ff; Tarkasangraha, 
~ 34-36; 64-65; Bhasa-pariccheda, 51, 126-130. 

Tattvam anaropitam Tupam, tasya jnanam anubhavah.—Suptapadarthi, 
110-111. 

Pramanato’rthapratipattau pravitti-samarthyad arthavat pramanam. 
pramanam = antarena narthapratipattih narthapratipattim antarena 
pravrttisAamarthyam. pramanena khalu ayam jfiata’'rtham upalabhya tam 
artham abhipsati jihasati va. tasyepsajihasa-prayuktasya samjha 
ptavrttir ity ucyate. samarthyam punar asyah phalena’bhisambandhah. 
samjhamanas tam artham abhipsan jihasan va tam artham = 4pnoti 
jahati va.—NB Introductory. 1.1.1. See also NM. 1, pp. 158-159, 
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9, 


10. 


It. 


13. 


14. 


IS. 


16. 


ive 


TC, Praména—laksana-siddhanta, Pratyaksa-khanda, p. 217 (Darbhanga, 
1957). Gangega does not regard the following definitions as tenable- 
yatharthagrhita-grahitvam lokasiddha-pramatvam, —yatharthanubhavatvam 
pramatyan, Suna janyanubhavatvam dosabhava janyanubhavatvam va pramatyvam, 
abadhitanubhavatvam — pramatvam, samvadyanubhavatvam — pramatvam, 
samarthapravrtti janakanubhavatvam pramatvam, tattvanubhavatvam prama- 
‘vam. The refutation is almost the same as in KhKh, though not so 
elaborate. Other definitions refuted have the ring of Navya Nyaya 
about them; for instance, ‘Visesyanis that yantabhavapratiyogidharma- 
prakarakanubhavatvam’ [ prama is anubhava of which the chief qualifier > 
(prakara) is that (e.g. ghatatva) which is not the counter-positive of 
the absolute negation (e.g. patabhava) which subsists in the qualificand 
(e.g. ghata);}; this definition is not acceptable as it is so narrow that 
it cannot apply to the valid knowledge of e.g. samyoga (conjunction) 
which is co-subsistent with its negation in the substrate. See 
pramalak sanapirvapaksa in the Pratyaksa Khanda of the Tattvacintamani. 


See also ‘Etac ca vigesanatrayam upadadanena Satrakarena karanadosa- 
badhakajiana-rahitam agryhitagrahi jfianarh pramanam iti pramana- 
laksanam sutritam.—SD. 1.1, p. 45 


PP, Ch, 6, 2-4,.p. 127; also PP, p. 42. 


. The following stanza is ascribed to Kumarila: 


Tatra’parvartha—vijianam nigcitar badhavarjitam, 
adustakaranarabdham pramanam loka-~-sammatam. 


Tad-adhikyac ca siddham uttaresary, pramanyam.—SD. LL. 1p. 46 
PP, pp. 43-44. 
SD, p. 46 
Tasmad bodhatmakatvena prapta buddheh pramanata;, 
arthanyathatvahetauttha—dosajnanad apodyate. 
—Slv. 1. 12., v. 53: tasmat svatah-pram@nyarh praptam anyathatva— 


karanadosajnanabhyam apodyate ity avagyam angikartavyam.—SD, D: 22) 


Bhrantam hy anumanam, svapratibhase’narthe’dhyavasayena pravrtta- 
tvat—NyBT, p. 9, yatha ca pratyaksarh pratibhasamanam niyatam 
artharm dargayati, anumanam ca lingasambaddham niyatam artham 
darsayati; ata ete niyatasya’ rthasya pradargake: tena te pramane na’ nyad 
vijnanam.—NyBT, p. 4. 
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Yenaiva jfiqnena prathamam adhigato’ rthas tenalva prayal titah purusal 

e e os Z = x » A ik: , 4.) ar 1. 
prapitag ca’rthah. tatraiva' rthe kim anyena jnanenadhikam karyal 
tato’dhigatavisayam apramanam.—NyBT, p. 4. 


Tad- yadi  pratiksanath ~=—sksanavivekadarsino’dhikrtyocyate tada 
bhinnopayogitaya prthak pramanyad nanekantah. atha sarvapadarthesu 
ekatva'dhyavasayinah samvyavaharikan purusan abhipretyocyate tade 
sakalam’ eva nila-santanam ckam arthari sthirarupari tat-sadbyam 


=~ lee ‘ Bay Be —<— 77 ye ‘ rs As 1 
_ca’rthakriyam ekatmikam adhyavasyantiti pramanyam apy uttaresan 


20, 
21. 


PIPL. 


23% 


24, 


ZS, 


anistam eveti kuto’nekantah.—Hetubindulika, pp. 37-38 (GOS). 


‘Vide Pramanavarttika, 1.3 ff 


NyBT, pp. 4-5. 


Nocyate yasminneva kale paricchidyate tasminneva kale prapayitavyam itt. 
anyo hi darganakalo’nyag ca praptikalah. kim tu yatkglam paricchinnam 
tad eva prapaniyam. abhedadhyavasayac ca santanagatam ekatvam 
drastavyam iti.-NyBT, p. 5. 


Tan nadhyavasitakarapratirupa na _ vidyate, 
tatra’py arthakriyavyaptir anyatha’tiprasajyate.-TvS, 1325. 


Tac ca Pitvamatram, na tu saksatkaranam. samyagjaiine hi satl 
Putvadrsiasmaranarh, smaranad abhilasah. abhilasat pravyttih. pravrttes 
Ca praptih. tato na saksaddhetuh.—NyBT, p. 5; tatha hi na jnanam jana- 


yad artharih prapayati, api tu arthe purusam pravartayat prapayaly ar(ham. 


Pravartakatvam api pravrttivisaya-pradargakatvam eva, na bi purusam 

hathat Pravartayitum saknoti vijnanam, ata eva ca’rthgdhigatir eva 

hl acme adhigate ca’rthe pravartitah purusah prapitas carthah, 
“@ Saty arthadhigamat samaptah pramana—vyaparal), ata eva’nadhi- 

8atavisayarn pramanam.—NyBT, pp. 3-4. 

Pramanay, Sva-parabhasi jnanam badhavivarjitam.—NyA, |. See also 4-6. 

Tattvarthavyavasayatmajaanath manam itiyata, 

laksanena gatarthatvad vyartham anyad vigesanam.—TSlv. 1.10.77; 

Svaparavyavasayi jhgnam pramanam.—PNTL 1.1.2; 

Samyag arthanirnayah pramanam.—PM_ 1.1.2. 

ker Sarhitart va svartharn yadi vyavasyati, 

| Oke na sastresu vijahati pramanatam.—TSlv. 1.10.78 


Jianasya Prameya’vyabhicaritvam pramanyam, tad itarat tv apramanyam. 
—PNTL 1, 18219: 
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26. 


50. 


ol, 


32. 





See Nyayavatarasitra-varttika-vrtti, p. 17: 
Tatsamarthyadhinatvat pramanatvasthiteh. avisamvadasyapi 
svarthavyavasayatmakatvat. — Astasahasri, p. 279: see Ibid, pp. 276-280. 


Tatra smytivyavritam  pramatvam  anadhigata'badhitartha-visayaka- 
jnanatvam, smytisadharanam tu  abadhitartha-visayakajnanatvam. 
—Vedantaparibhasa, Ch, 1, p. 5; tatha hi smytyanubhava-sadharanam 
samvadi-pravyttyanukalam tadvati tatprakarajnanatvam. pramanyam.— 
Ibid, Ch. 6. pp. 148-149. | : 


Kim punas tatra  kartsnyam abhipretam, desa-kalanimitta-sampattir 
abadhags ca —Br. Su. Sankarabhiasya, 3.2.3. 


pee Sribhasya, 1.1.1, pp. 96-97 (Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series); 
also NP. p. 39; Yatindramatadipika, pp 4-5. 


Prasthanaratnakara, pp. S{f (of Purusottama) (CSS). 


Ahosvid apramanyam svato’ vagamyate pramanyam tu karanagunajqanat 
samvadajnanad arthakriyajianad ya avadharyate—SD 1.1.2, p. 20; ‘y 
tasmad apramanyam svatah pramanyam tu samvadainanadibhir ity etad 
eva yuktam.—SD 1.1.2, p. 21. The author of the Yuktisneha prapitrani- 
siddhanta-candrika refers to this as the Buddhist view: 
Abhyasikam yatha jnanam pramanam gamyate svatah, 
mithya jnanam tatha kincid apramanam svatah sthitam, 

—TvS, 3100; also Paijika, p. 811. 
For the Nyaya-Vaisz3ika view se2 Bhasa-pariccheda, 131, 136: 
Nyaya-kusumaijali, 2.1. p. 1 ff; Nyayamanjari, pp. 157-160. 
Parvamimamsa view—S lv. 1.1.2. 33ff; SD 1.1, p. 20ff; PP, pp. 33ff; 
Jaina view—PMS 1.1.3; PNTL 1.20; PM 1.1.8, ete. 


Vedantic view-Vedanta paribhasa, Ch. 6,149 ff; Bhaskara‘’s commentary 


‘on the Brahmasitra, 1.4.21; NP, pp. 31-34; TT. Vol. 4, pp. 4ff. 


Purusottama thinks that in some cases where knowledge is due to the 
accessory influence of memory, its validity is not spontaneous or 
intrinsic, but is derived through corroborative sources; whereas there 
may be other cases where knowledge is intrinsically valid (PR; p. 155). 


I have dealt with Indian epistemology at length, with special refer- 
ence to the problem of error, in my book Avidya-A Problem of Truth 
and Reality. (Published by the Gujarat University), 


Vide Slv, 1.1.2. 27-32. 1 am highly indebted to Ganganatha Jha’s 
translation. 
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Sarvavijnana-visayam idam tavat pariksyatam, TT 
- - P sg ? P —~ — ‘ Vv. : in, 33. 
pramanatva’ pramanatve svatah kim parato’tha va.—sS 


Tasmac svabhavikam tesam apramanatvam isyatam, 
pramaNyam ca parapeksam atra nyayo’bhidhiyate. 
apramanyam avastutvan na syat karanadoSatah, 
vastutvat tu gunais tesam pramanyam upajanyate. 
—Slv. 1.1.2. 38-39. 


Anvaya-vyatirekabhyam apramanyam na do§Satah, 
na’ jane dygyate hy etat karanabhavahetuke. 
tatas ca purusabhavat sati va guddhyasambhavar, 
nirmylatvat pramanatvam codananami na yujyate. 
—Slv. 1.1.2. 45-46. 


Svatah Sarva-pramananam pramanyam iti grhyatam, 

na hi svato’sat; gaktih kartum anyena gakyate. 

atmalabhe hj bhavanam karanapeksita bhavet, 

labdhatmanam Svakaryesu pravyttih svayam eva tu. 
—§ly. 1.1.2, 47-48. 


Dosatag ca’pramanatve svatah-pramanyavadinam, 
guna jnang’navasthavan na dosesu prasajyate.——Slv. 1.1.2. 56 


Tatra dosantara 


jnanam badhadhir va para na cet, 
fadudbhutau dy 


iliyasya mithyatvad adyamanata. 
—Slv. 1.1.2. 59. 
Evarm tri- 


Caturajqan ajanmano na’dhika matih, 
prarthyat 


© tavad evaikarh svatah pramanyam agnute. 
—Slv. 1.1.2. 61. 


Tatrapavadanirmuk 


tir vaktrabhaval laghiyasi. 
vede tena" pramana 


{vam na’’gankam api gacchati. 
a : we 
o vaktranadhinatyat pramanye tadupasanam, 


na yuktam apramanatve kalpye tat-prarthana bhavet, 
tatas ca’’pta’ pranitaty 


am na dosayatra jayate, 
Prayoganam tu sarve 


sam vaksyqgmah pratisadhanam. 
Ss i — 
pauruseye ty Vvacane pramqnantaramulata, 
tadabhave hi tad dusyed itaran na kadacana. 


—Sly. 1.1.2. 68-71 


ahas given a summary of Kumarila’s arguments 


Parthasarathi Mig; 
in his Sastradipika, pp. 20-23. 
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See Nydya-Kusumanjali, 2. p. 1ff: Taitya-cintamani, Pratyak sukfianda, 
Pramanfavada. , 


See Appendix 2. 


Tenaiva pramanyagraha iti Prabhakarah. jnanasya'tindriyataya tadanu- 
mitya tadgraha iti Bhattah. manasaiva jnanasvarapavat tat-pramanya- 
graha iti Murarimigrah. tritaya-sadh@ranamca svatasvara niruktam eva. 


_ —Vardhamana’s commentary on the Npaya-kusuman Jali;i2, pao 


See NB, NV-1.1.1(Introductory). 
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CHAPTER 15 


GROWTH OF DIALECTICAL CRITICISM AS NOTICED 
IN PH:LOSOPHICAL WORKS 


Vedic Literature : 


We shall, in this chapter, study the evolution of dialectical 
criticism in philosophical writings. Certain hymns of the Vedas 
pertain to philosophical subjects; there is an attempt in them 
to explain the creation of the world and describe the ultimate 
principle, and different thinkers have tried to express their 
views in a language which is gradually becoming clearer and 
clearer with the passage of time and the growing maturity of 
thought. The monotheistic tendency is evident in them though 
its expression is not always consistent The Purusa Siakta 
is an illustration in point. The Na@sadiya Sikta is a bold 
philosophical sally. The thinker with a monistic bent of mind 
is thinking of the origin of the world. The sage finds it 
difficult to give expression to a principle which is beyond 
sat (being) and asat (non-being), which breathes without breath. 
He tries to show the process of origination. Then a thought 
comes to him—who could have information about the origina- 
tion of the world? Perhaps the gods might know or even 
they could not for they were produced later. Was the world 
ever produced or was it not? The hymn ends with a query 
which smacks of Agnosticism. We can be sare that in the age 
of the later Vedic hymos, philosophical speculations of all 
sorts were rampant, some of which have found a place in the 
Vedic Samhitas. The form in which these specutations are given 
does not admit of much reasoning or argument and therefore 
we do not get any clear idea of the processes of thought by 
which the thinkers arrived at their own conclusions which 
are stated in the hymns, or of the discussions and controversies 
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that were there among the thinkers of that age in respect of 
philosophical problems. 

The Brahmanas, on the other hand, are excgetic works, a 
kind of commentary on the Vedic hymns and sacrificial rites. 
There is an attempt in them to explain everything—even the 
number of syllables in a particular metre, and the etymology 
of terms. There jg a myth to explain every sacrifice and 
there are tales in exhortation of the performance of particular 
sacrifices, and also tales to recommend particular rites or 1n 
condemnation of the trangression of moral rules and the 
ES OSE mode of Performing different sacrificial rites. For 
easy? we are told that Kalyana Angiras told a lie and he 
lost his former State, he became a leper. As sayana points 
nour a his COmmentary there is implied here a relationship 
between telling a lie and losing the former state and becoming 
eye. similarly, in the story of Sisu Angirasa, who 
addressed his elders as ‘ putrakah’ ( ‘Dear Boys’ ), the gods 
Anois Judgment that he who is a mantrakre { alae 
ig at certain Z a plir (father)—yaht mantrakrt sa pita. There 
te ge Be behind this however childish it may seem 
dee Mere. In convincing the people of those 
aah Snistity ate Which can convince even today (e.g. dignity 
Sat oathn Bane More on inner worth than on age). The 
husband Mana 5.2.1.10 tells us—A wife is half the 
et, 50 the husband is only half (i.e. imperfect and 
insufficient) go | ' y | Pp 
become ‘Ong as he is without a wife. He does not 

le whole till he Marries and begets a son (lit. till he is 

porn du her). This ex lai nha f the wife i 
required by the « ial ains why the presence of the wi e 1s 
What ie hl of tne husband in religious ceremonies. 
recorded in the Lien resting for our purpose Is that we find 
different schools rahmanas, differences of opinion among the 
- 48 regards the interpretation of sacrificial 
ee ae poe: Performance. In the Satapatha Brahmana 4.2.9, 
there is noted ag difference of opinion as to the number of 
metres to be used for reciting verses for Strya and the order 
in which the verses addressed to Siirya are to be recited, An 
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objection is similarly referred to and attempted to be answered 
in the same Brahmana (3.4.43 ff). In the Agnistoma, the 
beginning and the end are so alike that it is not possible to 
distinguish between them as in the case of the Sakala serpent 


One cannot say which is the fore-part and which the hind part. | 


But some object to this saying, ‘“ They make the beginning 
of the stotras of the Soma day with the ¢rivrt (three-fold) 
stoma and conclude with the ekavinsa (twentyone—-fold) stoma 
(at the evening libation), so how could they be alike?” To 
this one should answer, “They are like in so far as the eka- 
vimsa stoma is also a trivrt stoma for both contain triplets 
of verses.” Similarly a question is raised that on the hand we 
are told that the Agnistoma is like the sun because both are 
connected with the day, and on the other hand it is said that 
the rites must not be performed hurriedly so that mistakes 
could be avoided. Now if the rites of the evening libation 
(trtiyasavana) are performed slowly, there being very little time 
at the disposal of the sacrificer, the sun might set even before 
the ceremony has been performed. The answer to this is that 
the sun neither rises nor sets. When people think that the 
sun is setting it itself produces two opposite effects, making 
night to what is on this side and day to what is on the other 
side. When they believe that it rises, having reached the end 
of the night it makes itself produce two opposite effects, 
making day to what is on this side and night to what is on 
the other side. Infact, the sun never rises or sets. Rising and 
setting are both relative, the sun retains his high position in 
the sky.5 Perhaps what.the thinker means to say is that 
sunrise and sunset do not signify the origination and the 


destruction of the sun, and so from this point of view, the 


sun neither rises nor sets for neither is it born nor does it 
perish. Sayana seems to suggest this interpretation (astamayah 
svarapanasah, udayah saryotpait i/t). That rise should be equated 


with origination and disappearance with destruction might 


appear childish to advanced science, but we find here the 
seeds of philosophy wherein appearance does signify origination 
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and disappearance destruction At least, the inquiry of a 
searching mind is quite evident here. 


_ The Aitareya Brahmana 7.2.10 refers to a question asked 
by some, “In what does an Agnihotrin who has no wife bring 
his oblations with speech (i.e. by repeating the mantras required 
with his voice) ? In what way does he offer his daily burnt 
offering when his wife dies after he has already entered on the state 
of an Agnihotrin, his wife having by her d:ath destroyed the 
qualification for the performance of the daily burnt offering. The 
Agnihotrin who has no wife says to his children, etc. “ I have 
ascended the heaven by means of what was no heaven (i.e. by 
the sacrifice performed in this world),’”’ He who does not wish 
to have a second wife keeps up, by speaking thus, his connec- 
tion with the other world, His children, grand-children and 
relation establish new fires for him who has lost his wife. How 
does he who has no wife bring his oblations with his mind? 
Faith is his wife and Truth the sacrificer. The marriage of Faith 
and Truth is a most happy one, for by faith and Truth joined 
they conquer the celestiai world. Another controversial point 
discussed in the Aitareya Brahmana 7.4.26 is whether the ksatriya 
Should or should not eat the sacrificial food which is to be eaten 
by the sacrificer. They say if he eats then he commitsa ¢reat 
sin by eating sacrificial food althougb he is an ahutad ( one 
not permitted to eat ). If he does not eat, then he cuts himself 
off from the sacrifice, for the portion to be eaten by the 
olga is the sacrifice. Thus he is on the horns of a dilemma 
(This it a case of ubhayatah spasa rajju, which is then shown 
to be an abhasa, Simulation). 

One view is that it to be made over to the brahmana 
priest, for the brahmana priest of the ksatriya is in the place 
of his purohita. The Purohita is one-half of the ksatriya; only 
through the intervention of ancther (--the brahmana priest) 
the portion appears to be caten by him though he does not 
eat it with his own mouth, for the sacrifice is there where 
the brahmana priest is. The entire sacrifice is placed in 
the brahmana and the sacrificer is the sacrifice. They 
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throw the sacrifice in the Shape of the portion which is 
to be eaten by the sacrificer, into the sacrifice which has the 
form of the brahmana_ priest, just as they throw water into 
water, fire into fire without making it over-flow; this does 
not Cause any injury to the sacrifice. Therefore, the portion 
to be eaten by a sacrificer is, if he be a Ksatriya, to be given 
to the brahmana priest. Some sacrificia] priests, however, sacrifice 
this portion to the fire saying, “I place thee in Prajapati’s 
world which is called Vibhan (shining everywhere); be joined 
to the sacrificer, sy@ha@\*? But the sacrificial] priest should not 
proceed thus for the portion to be eaten by the sacrificer is 
the sacrificer himself, and therefore the priest who acts thus 
burns the sacrificer in the fire. In this last Passage we find 
different views held in respect of the same point and also 
that there is some justification given for a particular view 
and also condemnation of a different one. This is thus a very 
good instance of dialectical criticism. Further the dilemma is 
posed that if the ksatriya partakes of the sacrificial food he 
becomes a sinner and if he does not eat the sacrificial food, 
he cuts himself off from the sacrifice, and asolution is found | 
so that either difficulty is averted.¢ 


The examples of dialectical criticism given above are by 
no means exhaustive, and we do not here concern ourselves 
with the contents of the discussions in the Brahmanas, yet 
we discern the logical skeleton underlying them. It is quite 
likely that during the long. sacrificial sessions, the people 
participating got plenty of time to indulge in all sorts of 
discussions and riddles ‘and the like. As a consequence of 
this, modes of dialectical criticism and elements of logic 
emerged. Some scholars are of the Opinion that the early 
Mimamsakas were the original pioneers in the field of logic 
and that parvavat, Sesavat, and samanyato drsia types of 
inference were originally formulated by the early Mimamsakas 
who perhaps formulated also the syllogism of ten members 
(avayava) referred to by Vatsyayana.? In ihe Aranyakas the 
sacrificial rites are given a symbolic interpretation and this is 
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attempted to be explained, though there are not many reasoned 
out statements. 


In the Upanisads we find recorded a number of philoso- 
phical debates and discussions as to the nature and identity 
of the soul and the Ultimate Reality, each thinker having a 
more and more. subtle interpretation of his own to. Offer 
thereof. But very few arguments are found advanced by 
way of refutation. 

Still we do find at times a rival view referred to and 
refuted briefly. Udddlaka Aruni explains to his son. that in 
the beginning this was Being (sat) alone, one without a second. 
some people say that in the beginning this was Non-being 
(asat) alone, one only without a second; from that Non-being, 
Being was produced. But how, objects Aruni, could it be 
thus ? How could Being be produced from Non-being ? Hence 
it follows that in the beginning there was Being alone, one 
only without a second ( Chandogya Up. 6.2.1-2 ). Similarly 
we find philosophical problems posed in the Sverasvatara Up. 
1.1—Those who discourse on Brahman say: ‘What is the 
cause? Is it Brahman? Whence are «se born? By what do we 
live? And in what are we established? O ye who know 
Brahman, tell us presided over by whom do we live our 
different conditons in pleasure and pain?” A number of 
vieWS are mentioned as they were suggested in the history of 
the philosophical thought of that period— “ Time, inherent 
nature, necessity, chance, the elements, the womb or the person 
—should they be considered as the cause? It cannot be a 
combination of these because of the existence of the soul. 
Even the soul js powerless in respect of the cause of pleasure 
and pain. Those who were devoted to meditation and con. 
templation Saw the power of ihe Divine hidden in its own 
qualities. He is the one who rules over all these causes from 
Time to the soul.” (Sper. Up. 1.2.3; sce also 6.1). In the Katha Up. 
(1.1.°0), Naciketas asks Yama regarding the state of man 
after the destruction of the body as some hold that he is and 
some that he is not. Thus different views on the same point 
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are at times mentioned in the Upanisads though we hardly 
ever find any reasoned out statement in support or in refutation 
of any view. 


In the Brhadaranyakopanisad 3.8.9-] I, Yajniavalkya adduces 
inferential evidence from the Orderliness of the world. The 
maintenance Of the respective positions of heaven and earth. 
and the like is not possible without the existence and guidance 
of an intelligent transcendent ruler Yajiavalkya explains 
that this Ultimate Reality is inexplicable, indescribable, 
beyond speech and mind and undifferentiated. We have a 
number of such negative explanations of the Ultimate Reality 
wherein all opposites are negated of it, these being confessions . 
of the fact that logical reasoning or other empirical proof 
or verbal expression ‘confined to empirical concepts cannot 
give us an idea of the Absolute Reality. This shows the 
limitations of Dialectics with regard to metaphysical ultimates. 
The avyakrta ( indeterminable ) Problems of Buddha may be . 
compared in this respect. Any answer to such questions is 
invariably relative and therefore invalid from the absolute 
point of view.?. | | 

From the fore-going account it is clear that phitosophical 
discussions and controversies were very common and popular 
in the Upanisadic period among the enlightened people 
especially learned Brahmanas and Ksatriyas. The philosophers 
must have reasoned. and discussed at length before they. arrived 
at or proved their conclusions, though these arguments are 
not preserved, as the Upanisads seem to be brief accounts 
of the philosophical speculations of the period, perhaps by 
way of brief notes and points helpful to the memory. The 
philosophers gradually developed the niceties of philosophical! 
thought and expression. As the Nasadiya sakta Says that there. 
was neither being nor non—being in the beginning, SO in the 
Subala Up. |., Brahma says to Subala, ‘It was not existent, 
nor non-existent, nor both existent and non-existent (na san 
na san na sadasad iti). For a very long ‘time, Ved4nta con- 
fined its description of the Absolute Prin # le to the negation: 
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of existence, non-existence and both Sanjaya Belatchaputta, 
the Madhyamikas and the sceptics add one more alternative 
and deny that also--‘ not neither ’ (na asadasat), and come [0 
their conclusion that the Ultimate Reality cannot be described 
in terms of empirical concepts or that it is not possible lo 
have definite knowledge of anything or that all definitions of 
Reality are self-contradictory. The seeds of such fine specula- 
tions can be traced to the Upanisadic period, if not earlter. 


Buddhist Canonical Literature—The carly Buddhist Pall 
Jiterature (collected roughly in and afier the fourth century 
B.C.) is packed with accounts of discussions and controversies 
between Buddha and his disciples and between Buddha and rival 
thinkers. We have also references to disputes and controversies 
in the Sangha itself and with thinkers of rival schools These 
discussions also contributed to the growth and method of 
dialectical criticism. Buddha puts himself as far as possible 
in the mental position of the questioner. He accepts as the 
starting point of his exposition the position of the opponent 
(e.g. desirability of the union with God as in the Tevijja 
Sutta of the Digha Nikaya, of sacrifice as in the Kagadanta 
Suttad, Of social rank as in the Ambatiha Sutta. of seeing 
heavenly Sights as in the Mahali Sutta, or of the soul theory as 
in the Potthapada Sutta) and even adopts the very phraseology 
of the questioner. And then partly by putting a new and (from 
his own point of view) a higher meaning into the words and 
partly by an appeal to such conceptions as are common, ground 
between them, he gradually leads his opponent to his conclusion. 
In Jater philosophical works we find a similar mode adopted; 
to satisfy the opponent his position is accepted and the ano- 
malies and contradictions are pointed out; the opponent’s 
position is also refuted even independently and: the contrary 
position established. Buddha also asks questions in answering 
which the opponent is gradually led to accept his view.*° In 
the Assalayana Sutta (Majjhima Nika@ya), Buddha’s questions 
while repudiating varna-yvyavastha (--classification of varfnas 
i.e, classes hardened into castes--) are very convincing, ©.8. 
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“Is fire lit by a Brahmana brighter and more useful than that lit 
by others? ” This is another way of embarrassing the opponent 
on the basis of experience. which cannot be contradicted. 
Similarly, in the Va@settha.Sutta, Buddha explains to Vasettha 
and Bharadvaja that there is a /itga (characteristic mark ) 
peculiar to different classes of living beings but there is no 
such mark distinguishing the j@tis or castes of human beings 
from one another. There is no difference in their bodies. They 
are only conventionally addressed differently. Here there is 
an attempt to show that no conclusion can be accepted if 
there. is no mark to prove it. We have seen that inference, 
especially of the Sesavat or the sa@manyato-drsia type is very 
frequently found in the Buddhist Canonical literature. Buddha 
very often discusses as to who is a true Brahmana, and how 
one isa Brahmana whether by his birth or by his character.*! 


It may be noted here that Buddha avoided answering 
certain metaphysical: questions which he regarded as avyakata 
(avyakrta, indeterminable). They are—(1) The loka is eternal, 
(2) the Joka is non-eternal, (3) the Joka has an end, (4) the 
loka is endless, (5) soul and body are one, (6) soul and body 
are different, (7) the Tathagata exists after death, (8) the 
Tathagata does not exist after death, (9) the Tathagata both 
exists and does not exist after death, (10) the Tathagata 
neither exists nor does not exist after death ( see M@lunkya 
Sutta, Majjhima Nikaya). One view with regard to this is that 
Buddha was a practical philosopher and so did not discuss 
such topics, as these in no way help to ease the pain man’s 
life is full of. Buddha himself says that such questioning is 
of no avail. Apvother view is that Buddha was an agnostic; 
he was of the opinion that one could not have certain 
knowledge of these metaphysical entities and problems; we 
must restrict our activities In such a manner as to concentrate 
all our energy on the leading of a life guided by. right conduct 
and on the removal of pain. The last four of the questions 
mentioned above betray Sanjaya Belatthaputta’s influence that 

I-86 , 
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One cannot affirm existence, non-existence, both or neither in 
‘respect of anything. We shall come to this point later. Any 
such proposition betrays a conflict of Reason and so could 
not be valid. Thus no knowledge is valid. This line of thought 
leads to utter scepticism in respect of everything. Buddha 
might not have gone to this length but he probably detected 
‘the conflict of reason in all empirical statements. It is here 
that we have the beginning of dialectics having to confront 
the conflict of Reason at every step of one’s argument. The 
Madhyamikas admitted this and came to the conclusion that 
everything is Sanya (void) as it is relative and dependent on 
another and only what is independent can be real. All the same 
they recognised the claims of Pure Knowledge or Highest 
Intuition. Prof. Murti seems to be of the view that this was 
the position of Buddha himself also and that is why he refused 
to answer questions of a purely metaphysical] interest.12 


Jaina Canonical Literature— Mahavira, we are told was not 
the founder of a new school of thought but was a reformer of 
the older one of Parsgva so he must have had to vigorously 
combat the Opinions of his opponents and defend those he had 
accepted or refined. During this process, dialectical criticism 
must have experienced a notable growth though we may 
not notice this in all its significance in the accounts of 
controversies in the Jaina Agamas. Before coming to the 
extant canonical works we may note that besides the azigas 
there existed other and probably older works called Parvas 
of which there were originally fourteen. The knowledge 
of these Parvas was gradually lost, but according to the 
Svetambara tradition, the Parvas were incorporated in the 
twelfth Aga, the Drstivada which also was lost (before 1000 
A.V. i.e. 474 A.D), But a detailed table of contents of the 
Drsitivada and consequently of the Parvas has survived in the 
Samavayanga and in the Nandi Saiitra. From this we know 
that they dealt chiefly with the drstis or philosophical opinions 
of the Jainas and other schools. It may be inferred that the 


Parvas contained much dialectical criticism, though it might . 
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have been of a preliminary character. The title pravada which 
is added to the name of each parva confirms this. | 


At times criticism proceeds on the basis of one’s own 
interpretation of the teachings or writings of other philosophers. 
The Sthananga Siitra, 587 mentions seven pravacana—nihnavas, 
that is to say, those who conceal the true teaching of Mahavira 
and put a new interpretation on it. Some recognise - the 
Digambaras as the eighth Nihnava. These creators of schism even 
while remaining within the Jaina fold rejected the traditional 
interpretations of certain Agamic texts and gave them a meaning 
contradictory to the traditional one but favourable to their own 
position on account of some bias or obsession of theirs. Some 
interesting episode of personal experience is connected with most 
of these mihnavas which conditions their thinking. It may be 
noted in passing here that if two parties enter into a 
discussion as regards the interpretation of a particular text 
without bias or obsession, neither isconsidered to be Nihnava. 
For instance, there was difference of opinion between Jinabhadra 
and Siddhasena whether kevala—jnana (perfect determinate or 
particular knowledge), and kevala-darsana (perfect indeterminate 
or general knowledge)occur at different times or are simultaneous 
and whether they are different or one. ‘They are not called 
Nihnavas because the sincere desire to know the truth was 
behind this difference of opinion of theirs. On the other hand 
Jamal, Tisyagupta and such others are regarded as Nihnavas 
because they deliberately tried to misrepresent or trangress 
some of the teachings of Mahavira and created schisms even 
while remaining generally tn the same school of thought. In 
later philosophical works we find attempts to misconstrue or 
misinterpret the views or arguments of the opponent before 
refuting them. 

In the Satrakrtanga 1.1.4., a number of views including 
those of the Carvakas, Buddhists, Samkhyas, Vedantins, 
A jnanikas (agnostics) are referred to and refuted briefly by 
pointing out some striking drawback. For example, in the 
refutation of the Vedantins recognising one sentient principle 
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appearing under various forms as the universe, it is argued 
that in that case one could not be sure that the man engaged 


in undertakings who committed a sin would himself suffer 


severe pain (1.1.1.9-10). The views that are refuted pertain 
to all kinds of philosophical problems such as number and 
nature of the souls, perfection, karma, z00d and evil, creation 
of the world and the like. The Satrakrianga 26. gives an 
account of the discussions which Arya Adda (Ardraka) had with 
a number of thinkers—GoSala, a Buddhist, a Vedic.priest, a 
Vedantin, a Hastitapasa (belonging to a sect members of which 
kill one big elephant and live upon it in order to spare the lives 
of other animals). Go§ala finds inconsistencies in Mahiavira’s 
earlier solitary life and his present life when he sits in the micist 
of a crowd, surrounded by monks teaching his doctrines for 
the benefit of Many people.*% Adda explains that this is no 
sin, GoSala rejoins that in that case an ascetic who lives 
alone and Single commits no sin if he uses cold water, 
Cats seeds, accepts things prepared for him and has intercourse 
with women, This js an instance of pratibandi. Thus the dis. 
cussion Proceeds. Similarly, jn Satrakrtanga 2.7, there is a 
discussion between Gautama and Udaka, a follower of ParSva. 


Udaka raises a question whether at some future time al] movable 
things in the world 


things and none b 


ut immovable things exist and vice versa. 
In the latter Case, 


a layman who abstains from killing animals 
Practically causes no injury whatsoever: in the former case, 
he cannot be said to transgress- the Law even if he would do 
Ipjury (2.7.12). Gautama combats this at length with the 
result that Udaka is converted from the creed which enjoins 
four vows to that which enjoins five great yows and the 
pratikramana (expiation of sin). 

Sanjaya Belatthaputta and Ajfianavadins—This is sufficient 
to show that dialectica] Criticism gradually developed as a 
result of discussions between tival schools of which quite a 
number are mentioned in the Buddhist and Jaina Againas.1* 
Of the Annaniya (Ajnanikah), it is said in the Satrakrtanga 





might not die out being born as immovable. 
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1.12.2 that though they pretend to be clever, they reason 
incoherently and do not get beyond the confusion of their 
ideas. In the Brahmajala—sutta, lokayvata (sophistry) is enume- 
rated among the low arts. Lokayatikas are said to enter into 
controverses on fabulous or absurd points. The Brahma- 
Jalasutta—aithakatha states that the term lokakk hayika is applied 
to such conversation as: ‘Who made the world ? The world 
was made by so and so. Crows are white because their bones 
are white; cranes are red because their blood is red.’ Lokayata 
or vitand@ comprises such controversies.15 In relation to 
dialectics we are interested in Ajnanayvada (Agnosticism referred 
to in Jaina works) or in the theory of Saijaya Belatthaputta 
as stated in Buddhist works, The latter is reviled as amara- 
vikkhepa (amaraviksepa, eelwriggling), behaviour like that of 
the amara fish which is slipplery and wriggles through the 
hand. The applicability of this term to the teachings of Safijaya 
Belatthaputta can be seen from the following passage from 
his reply to AjataSatru: “If you ask me whether there is 
another world—well, if I thought there were, I would say so. 
But I do not say so. And I do not think it is thus or thus. 
And I do not think it is otherwise and { do not deny it. And 
I do not say there neither is nor is not another world.’? And 
if you ask him about the being produced by chance, or whether 
there is any fruit, any result of goodor bad actions, or whether 
one who has known the truth continues Or not after death— 
to each or any of these questions he gives the same reply.16 
Thus the Eel-wriggler equivocates about each of such proposi- 
tions as the following : 


(a) (i) There is another world, 
(ii) There is not another world, 
(iii) There both is and is not another world, 


(iv) There neither is nor is not. another world; 


(b) (i) There are chance beings (sprung into existence without 
the intervention of parents, 


(ii) There are no such beings, 
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(iii) There both are and are not such beings, 


(iv) There neither are nor not such beings; 


(c) (i) There is fruit, result of good and bad actions, 
(11) There is not, 
(iii) There both is and is not, 


(tv) There neither is nor is not, 


(d) (1) The Tathagata continues to exist after death, 
(ii) He does not, 
(11) He both does and does not, 


(iv) He neither does nor does not.*’ 


It is evident that the Eel-wrigglers, as they weie called, 
did not commit themselves to the assertion or denial or both 
or neither of anything. The Buddhists and the Jainas condemned 
them as ignorant, stupid. But perhaps they were too critical 
to accept the validitv or truth of any proposition. Their theory 
can be called proto-agnosticism or even proto-scepticism. 
They found that there could be no absolutely true knowledge 
for the conflict of reason faces us at every step, though there 
may be pragmatic truth which conducts and guides our worldly: 
affairs. Safijaya Belatthaputta examined all modes of expression 
of the existence or non-existence of a thing, and rejected them. 


_ The Buddhists and the Jainas as also the thinkers of the 
Vedic school could not but be influenced by this agnostical 
or sceptical trend of thought, especially with respect to 
transcendental matters. We find in the Vedic works descriptions 
of the ultimate Reality in negative terms——not sat (being), nor 
asat (non-being), nor both, (nor neither), this last being 
introduced very gradually and in avery few cases. We also find 
a clear—cut distinction between the empirical reality or truth 
and the ultimate reality or truth in Vedantic thought, though 
nowhere so marked as in the philosophy of Gaudapada and 
Sankara, who were definitely inheritors of a past tradition 
going centuries back. The influence of Sanjaya Bellatthaputta 
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on Buddhist and Jaina thought is obvious. In the Malunkya 
Sutta (Majjhima Nikaya) Buddha sets aside questions such as 
Whether the Tathagata exists after death, does not exist, both 
exists and does not, and neither exists nor does not exist—as 
avyakrta, indefinable, indeterminable.18 As Jacobi says, if the 
public of Buddha’s time had not been accustomed to be told 
that some things, and those of the greatest interest, were 
beyond the ken of the human mind, and had not acquiesced 
in such answers, it certainly would not have lent a willing ear 
to a religious reformer who declined to speak out on what in 
Brahmanical philosophy is considered the,erd and goal of all 
speculations. ** Agnosticism or scepticism seems to have prepared 
the way for the Buddhist doctrine of Nirvana. Buddha could 
afford to maintain his reticence on the nature of Nirvana in 
the intellectual or philosophical atmosphere of his days. But 
as the different schools of thought kept on criticising and 
refuting one another, each school of theeguc even while 
refuting the position of others aad demonstrating one’s own 
was bound to develop and be transformed internally, The 
followers of Buddha also having to hold their own against such 
hair—splitting dialecticans as the Brahmanical philosophers, 
were almost driven to enunciate more explicit ideas about the 
important problem of Nirvana which Buddha had left unsolved. 
This is true to some extent of the concept of soul or the 
intelligent principle also, and this and such factors led to the 
division of the community into a number of sub-schools after 
the life-time of Buddha. 

This brief digression is meant to show the important 
part played by dialectical criticism in the development of 
philosophical views. In support of the assumption that Buddha 
was influenced by contemporary agnosticism or scepticism, we 
may note that as stated in the Mahavagga 1.23.24, Sariputta 
and Moggalana two of his most distinguished disciples had 
previously to their conversion been adherents of Safijaya and 
had brought over to Buddha two hundred and fifty disciples 
of their former teacher. This happened notlong after Gautama’s 
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reaching Bodhi (enlightenment), that is at the very beginning 
of the new school when its founder must have been willing— 
on account of his enthusiasm to have an opel mind and a 
rational attitude, or in order to wir pupils (~perhaps on account 
of the former reason )—to treat prevalent opinions with due 
consideration. It is quite likely that Mahavira established his 
Syadvada under the influence of Agnosticism oF scepticism 
Or In Opposition to it as Hermann Jacobi suggests.2° As the 
Ajnanavada .(Agnosticism) declares that of a thing beyond our 
experience and thinking existence or non-existence or both or 
neither can neither be affirmed nor dened, so in a similar 
way but leading to contrary results, the Syadvada states that 
we can affirm the existence of a thing from one point view 
(syad asti) deny it from another (sy@d na@sti) and affirm both 
existence and non-existence with reference to it at different 
times or from different points of view (sya@d asti nasti). If 
we should ,thini:-ef affirming existence and non-existence at 
the sime time from the same point of view, we must say that 
the thing cannot be spoken of (syad avaktavyah). Similarly, 
under certain circumstances the affirmation of.existence is not 


possible (sya@d asti avaktavyah), of non-existence (syad nastt. 


avaktavyah) and also of both (sydd asti nasti avaktavyah).?* 
There are similarly the fameus fayus ‘of the Jainas which 
justify different points of view and suggest that a proposition 
may be correct from some point of view, though it does not 
give the whole truth. Perhaps the Jainas were motivated to 
~ enunciate such nayas to silence the opponents and to lessen 
difference of opinion. The Aj#a@navadins must have puzzled 
and even misled many of the contemporaries, and the Syadvada 


must have seemed to them a happy way out of the maze of 
_ Ajnanavada.?? 


Thus Safijaya Belatthaputta and other sceptics and 
agnostics, though brushed aside cursorily as stupid and 
ignorant, and as having confused ideas, influenced considerably 
contemporary speculation and the development of dialectical 
criticism and of philosophical views in general. 
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The Epics— In the period of the epics (2nd cent. B-C.- 
2nd cent. A.D.) systems of philosophy were fully ripe for formu- 
lation even if they were not actually formulated. This accounts 
for the number of expositions connected with different schools 
of thought, especially the Samkhya with a theistic tinge and 
without it, in the epics, particularly the Mahabharata. There are 
references to the views of the Vedantin, Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, 
Saiva, Paficaratra, Bauddha, Jaina, Lokayata.23 We may only 
say here that there occurred discussions and disputes between 
adherents. of different schools which we find reflected in 
the Mahabharata. People of the Vedic faith were confronted 
with materialists and other heretics.24 Rationalisation (hetuvada) 
was prevalent and was a favourite practice among the Panditas 
and that is why too much of it is condemned. There are 
numerous references to people indulging in too much of reason- 
ing and devoid of any faith in the scriptures. Thus in Santiparva 
19. 23-24 are mentioned rationalists (hetumantah), hard to 
convince, who are by nature confused and stubborn and deny the 
existence of the soul. These fools are despisers of immortality 
and talkers in assemblies of people; they wander over the whole 
earth, being fond of speaking and learned.25 The Bhagavad 
Gita 4. 40 refers to the unbelieving man who keeps on doubting, 
according to whom neither this world nor the other exists. 
(See MBH, 12. 131. 13). He negates or repudiates all scriptures, 
duties and even the soul. Thus we find the Lokayatas referred 
to as extreme rationalists who question everything. It can be 
said that it was the dialectical criticism of the Lokayatas that 
gave the chief incentive to other philosophers to formulate 
their theories of the pramanas and their metaphysical views 
precisely and in a well reasoned out manner. Rationalisation 
carried to an extreme was looked upon as dangerous and 
unhealthy as far as practical life was concerned. Nevertheless, 
the study of logic (Nyaya) was wide spread and the Maha- 
bharata is, as seen before, full of references to Nyaya. Vyasa 
admits that he was able to arrange and classify the Upanisads 
with the help of Anviksiki; that is to say, the Upanisads ought 
to be interpreted rationally.?¢ 
~ [-87 
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Philosophical discussions are necessarily only a few in the 
Mahabharata and the Ramayana (-especially rare in the latter-), 
but these works abound in very interesting and appealing dialogues 
and controversies full of arguments by means of which the 
parties decide the future course of action. An interesting feature 
of these is that the parties make out a point very clearly and 
have something to say in defence of their own position even 
after the other party has pointed out drawbacks in it. These 
discussions—personal or political—are not of the formal type, 
yet the element of supporting or defending one’s own position is 
evident in them. On the other hand we hardly ever find this in 
the philosophical and religious discussions and disputes recorded 
in the Upanisads and the Buddhist and Jaina canonical works, 
in which a disputing party is shown to be immediately convinced, 
once the inconsistency in its position is pointed out and the 
other party has presented its position convincingly. In the 
Satras, as: we shal] see, we find finer points being raised in 
favour of one’s own position and looseness or fallacy detected 
in the opponent’s argument even after the opponent has had 
his say, The dialogues of the epics and the dialectical parts 


of the Siatras can be said to be the predecessors of all later 
dialectical literature. , 


The Sitras—The composition and the chronology of the 
Satras are such as not to permit a clear chronological order 
amongst the different darganika Sitras. However, it may be 
said that the Satras with which we are dealing are not later 
than the second or third century A.D. Leaving aside the 
question of Chronological order we may here arrange them from 
the point of view of the dialectical matter contained in them. 
Looking to the form of the satras we cannnot expect much 
dialectic or argumentation expressed in them. Nevertheless, if 
one studies the sitras consecutively, one does not fail to per- 
ceive that there is a certain mode of argumentation running 
through them and that they imply the parvapaksa (prima-facie 


view) and the wttarapaksa (final view) and their intermediary 
forms. 
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Yoga-Siitra—The Yoga-sittra of Patanjali gives a very 

Systematic account in four chapters of the philosophy and the 

technique of Yoga. But there is not much of dialectical criticism 

in it. An objection is anticipated, as the commentator Vyasa 

explains, in Ch. 4, sitra 12 that if there is no existence for 

that which exists not, and no destruction for what exists, how 

could residuary impressions (vasana@) which exist as entities be 

destroyed. Patafijali answers this by saying that the past and 

the future exist in reality, there being difference of the attributes 

in respect of the paths of being (4.12). He proves the reality 

of the object by means of the unity of modification: a single 

| modification of more than one js Observed. Wick, oil and 

| fire change into a lamp, as illustrated by Vacaspati. Similarly, 

| though the attributes are more than One, a single modification 

does take place. Thus things have a real unity (4-14). There 

is then the refutation of the Vijhanavada in this chapter 

in connection with this. 4. 16—‘Ng caika-cittatantram ced 

vastu tatpramanakam tada kina syat’—states that if an object 

is dependent on the one mind, then if the mind is restrained 

or attending to some other object, the object will not be 

cognised by it, nor will it come into Objective relationship 

with any other mind; it will not be cognised by it. Will it 

then cease to exist at the time? (Vyasa gives further arguments 

condemning Vijnanavada). Patafijali goes on to say that the 

mind is not self—illuminating, since it is a knowable and since 

both (one’s own nature and the nature of the object) cannot 

be ascertained at the same time (4, 19-20). If this is said to 

be cognised by another mind, by what will the cognition of 

cognition be apprehended ? If by another this will mean ati- 

prasatga (extreme absurdity) in view of the vicious infinite series, 

and there will be confusion of memories. As many will be the 

cognitions of various buddhis so many will be the memories. 

Thus the opponent can be said to have confused everything 

by denying the existence of the sentient principle or purusa 
who is a witness of the dbuddhi.?1 


) In short, there_is hardly any dialectial criticism in the 
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Yoga-sitra. Only in the last chapter, there is refutation of the 
Buddhists who regard the ciftta as self-iJluminating and who 
eny the existence of asoul, as also of external objects This 
is intended to prove the reality of things which, according to 
the Samkhya-~Yoga, are never destroyed though they may 
undergo modifications. This became relevant especially when the 
problem of destruction of vasana@ (residual impressions) came 
up for discussion. The distinction between the knowable mind 
and the knower purusa is also shown here. Argument based 
on anavastha (vicious infinite series) and safkara (confusion) 
is found employed here. | 
Vaisesika Sitra—Vaisesika-sitra 2.1.8ff shows how the 
existence of va@yu (air) can be inferred from sparga_ (touch) 
since it is the substrate of this quality. Vayu is also proved 
to be a substance (dravya), eternal (as atoms) and many. An 
objection is anticipated that no one has perceived vayu, so 
the inference from sparsa can only be of the type of s@manyato- 
drsia and so only based on verbal testimony (tasmad agamikam— 
2.1.17). The answer to this is that people having supernormal 
Powers must have perceived this substance for names are 
given only to things one knows directly. Thus that it has a 
name is-itself a mark of inference (liiga) to prove the exis- 
tence of va@yu (2.1.18-19). Then it is shown that gabda (sound) 
can be the distinguishing feature of @k@sa alone and so can 
serve as a mark or littga of akasa which is supersensuous. 
Kanada refutes the view that the existence of akaga can be 
inferred from the fact that a manenters or goes out through 
the door and not through the wall. Exit through the wall is 
obstructed because of the conjunction of body, the substrate 
of action, with a substance, viz. wall having touch (and not 
because a@kaga is absent there, since akasa is present every- 
where ) ( 2.1.20-28 ) 4.1. gives an argument proving certain 
things to be eternal and explains how the existence of such 
non-sensuous eternal things can be inferred. An existent thing 
devoid of a cause is eternal (sad ak@ranavat tan nityam—4.1.1.), 
e.g. atom. Supersensuous things can be inferred from their 


| 


ed 


ry — 
en ere = a ae il a a “itis oe. eo! 


rs - 
. c= - —_ = 
Se ee ee eee ee —_—— Se eee —— —— 


— Se 





| Growth of Dialectical Criticism... 60r 


effects, Non-eternality of supersensuous things cannot be 
perceived, so it cannot be affirmed of such things; they are 
real (4.1.2-5). The Vaiscsika-sittra, it can be seen, attempts 
throughout to justify the existence and nature of its pad&arthas 
(Categories). 


An interesting topic discussed at some length is: “Is sabda 
(word) connected with artha (the thing denoted, meaning) ?” 
Sabda is an attribute (guna) of aka@sa, so it could not be 
connected with arthg (thing); moreover, a gufa is motionless, 
| SO Sabda being a gulla cannot reach the_artha. If Sabda were to 
come into contact with the artha, the expression ‘nasti’? (iS not) 
could not be employed with reference to what is non-existent 
for there can be no conjunction with the non-existent. There- 
fore Sabda and artha are not connected, It may be urged that 
we can have knowledge of the samyogin (substance, viz. man with 
a staff) from the staff, and of the Sanravayin (substance, horned 
animal) from the horns. Now the staff and the man and the 
horns and the animal are connected: Similarly, since we have the 
knowledge of artha from Sabda, the two must be connected. 
The answer to this is that the two cases are not parallel. Man 
with a staff and horned animal are berceptible, whereas here the 
relation of sabdaand artha is imperceptible, so the knowledge 
of artha from Sabda cannot be a reason (fetu) proving their 
connection. The Siddhantin treats the Parvapaksin’s argument 
as a jati (sophistical rejoinder). Mcreover, if Sabda were 
| connected with artha, a person could knew the artha simply 
| 





on hearing the sgbda (word) even When he is not aware of 
| the convention in respect of its: Meaning. If it is argued 
| that @k@Sa is connected with Sabda and artha is connected 
with @ka@sa, so §abda and artha are COnnected, the answer to 
this is that this would cause confusion. A]} things are connected 
with @ka@Sa, which is all pervading, so which particular thing 
would the word denote? Hence Sabda and artha are not 
connected. The knowledge.of arthacan be obtained from $abda 
due to convention (samaya) and not due to any relation between 
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them (7.2.15-24).* The relation of Sabdaand artha must have 
been a controversial and important topic of the times. Jaimint 
takes great pain in his Parva Mimamsa sittras to prove that 
the relation ef §abda and artha is eternal, and Kanada has 
almost gone out of his way to devote a number of satras to 
this topic to show that Sabda and artha are not related. The 
arguments employed here afe quite nice and subtle. The satras 
9,2.3-5 explain that verbal testimony is inference. 


It can be seen that the VaiSesika-stitra examines in Its 
own way the categories of the VaiSesika system by showing 
their similarities and dissimilarities. It also tries to account 
for the number and size, perceptibility or otherwise and the 
like of things. At times an argument is anticipated and refuted. 
It has given a fairly good exposition of the problem whether © 
Sabda and artha are connected or not and comes to the 
conclusion that they are not. It puts forth reasons to prove 
that Sabda or verbal testimony can be included in inference, 
that it is in fact inferential in characer. Kanada shows 


acquaiitance with the jati type of arguments though he has — 
not branded them with the name ‘jazi’. | 





Piirva Mimansa Satra-We shall here examine very briefly 
the method adopted by the Parva-Mimamsa-satra in presenting 
in a systematic manner the contents of the Brahmanas and 
the procedure of sacrificial rites. We shall also note the dialec- 
tical modes implicit or explicit in the composition of the satras. 
1.1. is called the Tarka-pada (Argumentative Quarter). 1.1.1. 
shows that Dharmaican be known by means of verbal (i.e. 
scriptural) injunctions; the relation of word and its meaning is 
an intrinsic one and is therefore eternal; Instruction (wpadeSa) 
is the means of knowing Dharma; it is infallible regarding all 
that is imperceptible; it is a valid source of knowledge since 
it is independent, according to Badaraydna (1.1.5.). Then the 
Piirvapaksa that Sabda is a product and is non-eternal is \ 








* According to the G.O.S. Edition of Vaisesika Sutra with the 
commentary of Candrananda, there are a few additional sutras here. 
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| refuted and it is proved that gabdq is eternal (1.1.6—23). This 
fopic is very interesting and is very carefully discussed as it 
Is the very Pivot of the Pirva Mimarnsa system. Jaimini 
Stresses that both accept that sahbda is freshly perceived; now, 
a thing can be perceived if it is brought about by the causal 
apparatus, and even when jit being unmanifest is manifested 
by certain factors: so it Cannot necessarily be said that gabda 
IS produced and so is non—eternal. The Naiyayika’s argument 
that sabda is non-eternal because itis a product—is a wrong 
one (—See The Chapter on Jatis). Siitras 24-26 establish the 
expressiveness of the Vedic sentences; 27-32 prove that the 
Veda is apauruseya—not the work of any person, as against 
the view that it hasan author. This is again a very important 
topic of the Pirva Mimamsa System and the arguments on 
both the sides are very apt and interesting, 1,2.1-18 establish 
the authority of arthavada (valedictory) Passages in general. The 
Purvapaksa is that the Purpose of the Veda lying in the 
enjoining of actions, those parts of the Veda which do not 
serve that purpose are useless, and in respect of these there- 
fore the Veda is declared to be non-eternal; moreover, herein 
we find the scriptures and the directly perceived facts contra- 
dicted, and so on and so forth. The Siddhantin’s contention 
is that being construed along with injunctions they would 
serve the purpose of commending those injunctions. He refutes 
| at length the other arguments of the Parvapaksin, 1.2.19-25 
| prove that such arthavada passages as resemble injunctions 
| inasmuch as they say something not already known, are 
nevertheless not injunctions as the Parvapaksin would have us 
believe; if they be taken as injunctions, there would be a syntacti- 
cal split (v@kyabheda). 1.2.31-53 refute the prima-facie view that 
mantras have no meaning, and prove that they certainly have 
a meaning. This topic is again very interesting and an important 
one for the Mimdamsaka. * 

| ].3.l1—7 discuss the authority of the Smrti texts in general, 
that Sruti is more authoritative than the Smrti and that no 
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* Compare the Kautsa commentary in Yaska’s Nirukia, 1. 
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authority attaches to Smmrtis prompted by worldly motives. 
1.3.8-9 show that a word in Vedic and Swirti texts should 
- always be understood in the sense assigned to it in the scriptures. 
Si. 1.3.10 says that the usage of words current among Mlecchas 
is also authoritative, and 1.3 11-14 show that the authority 
of the Kalpa-sitras is not a self-sufficient one. In all these cases, 
the Parvapaksa is either implicit or is expicitly stated. 1.3.24-29 
discuss the authoritativeness of grammatical Smrtis. ‘Gault’ iS 
grammaticaily correct, whereas ‘g@vi’, ‘gomi, etc. are incorrect 
or vernacular forms of it. Are the latter forms rightly expressive 
of ‘cow’ or not? The Parvapaksa is that they are expressive 
as there is actual cognition even with the help of them. The 
Siddhantin’s view is that the utterance and use of incorrect 
words is only due to the slips on the part of the speaker, hence 
they cannot be believed to have an unbroken tradition behind 
them. Yet they can express the meaning only by reminding 
us of the correct word due to a part of the word being 
the same as that of the correct word. 1.3.30—35 establish that 
words denote class (@krti, lit. configuration ) and through it 
the individual. Here the Parvapaksa that words cannot denote 
class is stated at length and then refuted. 1 4. discusses whether 
the names udbhid, citra, Syena, etc. signify accessories of a 
Sacrifice or are names of particular sacrifices, the latter being 
the Siddhanta (conclusion), and that doubts regarding the 
meaning of words and sentences are set aside by subsequent - 
passages and consideration of the capacity of things. 


The second Adhyaya deals with the differentiation among 
actions, and matters subsidiary to it e.g. aparva, mantra etc, 
At the outset, verbs and nouns are defined and differentiated 
in order to give a rejoinder to the opponent’s objection that 
all words denote activity. 2.1.30-31 show that mantras are not 
injunctive as against the Purvapaksa that they also are injunctive. 
2.1.46 gives the principle of ‘syntactical unit’-one sentence. 
So long as a single purpose is served by a number of words 
which on being separated are found to be incapable of effecting 
that purpose, they form one sentence (v@kya). But when the 
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Sentences are equally independent of One another they should 
be treated as Syntactically distinct or as distinct sentences 
(vak yabheda) (2.1 47). Incomplete sentences should be completed 
by elliptical extension (anusanga) as the Passage that is supplied 
belongs equally to all. But there can be no such elliptical 
extension whcre there is intervention of words which are not 
consistent with the passage to be supplied, and so cannot also 
be connected with it (2. L.48-49).28 After this the Pitrva-Mimamsa- 
sfitra gives in II. 2 the grounds of differentiation among acts, 
the difference in the aptirva of Subsidiary acts, and other 
details pertaining to sacrificial ceremonies and their perform- 
ance. We need not pursue this further as this is sufficient to 
illustrate the method of the Pairva-Mimamsa-sittras. They have 
not explicitly referred to or refuted any school of philosophical 
thougbt as their main concern is the sacrifice. But whenever 
a controversial problem or a topic in which an alternative is 
possible is to be discussed, the author gives a full statement of 
the other view or views and then establishes his own after refuting 
them. Each topic thus becomes the Subject of a controversy 
or debate. Jaimini has, moreover, set forth the method of 
interpreting Vedic texts. For Instance, in 5.1. he states the 
factors that determine the order of sequence (of rites) and in 
?.1.46-49 the principles of syntactical unit Q akya), syntactical 
split (vakyabheda) and elliptical extension (anusanga). The 
examples for illustrating the laws of Interpretation (nya@ya) 
are all from texts pertaining to Sacrificial rituals. As the 
sacrificial ritual has almost disappeared from the life of the 
people, these rules are not properly appreciated or sufficiently 
used. Even so, it continues to be recognised that the rules 
that Jaimini or his predecessors evolved are still found useful 
in the interpretation of law-texts and they have been so widely 
used that there is no imporiant legal] digest which does not 
draw upon the nyayas of Jaimini. The enunciation of these 
laws must have been the result of Many discussions and 
controversies about the interpretation of Vedic texts, Or proposi- 
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tions in general and texts quoted in their support. After they 
were made clear, they must have been used in interpreting 
texts, particularly so in courts of justice. 


Brahma Sitra—After indicating the subject of study and 
showing that Brahman is the Ultimate Reality from which the 
Origination, etc. of the world proceed, the Brahma-satra shows 
the harmony of Vedic texts. All scriptural passages have 
Brahman as their purport, and their differences are only 
apparent. Satras 1.1.5-11 establish by various arguments that 
the cause of the world is a sentient ultimate principle which 
cannot be identified with the insentient Prakrti or Matter as 
the Sarmkhya holds. They refute the Sarnkhya interpretation 
put on certain Vedic passages cited in support of their own 
theory by the upholders of the Sarmkhya system of philosophy. 
For instance, the Vedantin arcues that if the meaning of the 
word ‘seeing’ (‘thinking’) is accepted as secondary or figurative, 
this is not true on account of the word man’ (self) (gaunas 
cen natmasabdat-1.1.6). It may be urged that the word ‘seeing’ 
is used in a secondary or figurative sense in some passages,— 
‘ That fire thought, that water thought’ (fat teja aiksata, ta apa 
aiksanta~Chandogya Up. 6.2.3-4), and it may be so treated 
here. But this is not tenable, as the word ‘self’ is actually 
employed. It is the self that sees or thinks and it is not 
Necessary to look upon ‘seeing’ as figurative. In the passages, 
‘fire thought’ or ‘water thought’, what thinks is the Self acting 
through them. From this section onwards (ie. from 1.1.12ff) 
we find a discussion whether certain terms used in_ the 
Upanisads refer to the Supreme Self, the individual soul or 
upintelligent matter—such terms being @nanda, akasa, prana, 
jyotis, etc. All possible interpretations of these words are 
stated, which make the passage a controversial one. The 
Parvapaksin is supposed to plead for one or more of these, and 
then the Siddha@ntin refutes this and gives his own interpretation. 
Thus each adhikarana assumes the form of a controversy. 
1.4.1-3 give a Vedantic interpretation of such terms as mahat, 
avyakta, etc. which apparently seem to be technical terms of 


— 
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the Sarmkhya, the Samkhya view being refuted at each step. 
1.4.14ff show that there is no conflict in passages pertaining 
to Brahman’s causality and that it is Brahman that is the 
material and efficient cause of the world. Incidentally the nature 
of the Highest Self, as also the relation of the individual soul 
and the Highest Seif, is discussed and views of ASmarathya, 
Auduiomi and others are quoted. The last satra of Adhyaya | 
states, ‘Hereby all the doctrines (opposed to the Vedanta view) 
are explained”. The Sarakhya is the pradha@namalla (principal 
wrestler in the game of intellectual wrestling), and by refuting 
his doctrines, all doctrines can be looked upon as refcted. 


Argument from anupapatii, not being able to account for 
something: or inappropriateness,isa favourite one with the 
author of the Brahma-sii'ra. All other alternative explanations are 
rejected and one Is accepted because there is some anupapatti 
involved in the former (See 1.1.16; 1.2.13) Asambhava (impossi- 
bility) or sambhava(possibility) is a similar basis of argument 
(1.2.17;1.3.18; 1.3.26). Absence of conflict with the pratijaa 


_ (thesis or position) and drstanta (example) or non-contradiction 


is regarded as anessential characteristic of a conclusion (—See 
prakrti§ ca pratijna-drstantanuparodhat-| 4,23), 


9.1.1-3 repudiate the Smrti opposed to Sruti, especially 
when the Smrti supports the Sarnkhya—-Yoga view. The opponent 
should not argue that thus certain Smrti texts though authori- 
tative will have no scope at all, because the Smirti texts being 
of a conflicting character, if these be accepted others would 
have no scope. This is anexample of a pratibandi, the urging 
of a fault same as that urged by the opponent. 2.1.4-11 refute 
the view that the sentient Brahman cannot be the cause of the 
insentient world on account of disparity in the natures of the 
cause and the effect. A number of problems whether insentient 
things canarise out of, and be merged in, a sentient cause and 
the like are discussed. The author of the Brahmasiitra argues here 
that the faults and objections urged by the Samkhya against 
the Vedanta view are present in his view also ( svapaksadosac 
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ca~ 2.1.10). And it is a rule that common faults should not be 
urged against each other. Of course to ascertain and prove 
one’s position, each party should try to answer these objections 
Urging of prasanga (co..tingency) is a favourite device of dialec- 
ticians. For instance, Badarayana argues here that if it it urged 
that quite a different conclusion from that of the Vedantin can 
be arrived at by means of reasoning, the answer to this is 
that if reasoning be solely relied on there would be the contin- 
gency of non-release (2.1.11) (—see also 2 1.21, 26). Here again 
the Samkhya is the principal opponent and by refuting the 
Sarnkhya theory, the author of the Brahma-sitra claims to 
have refuted other theories which are less reasonable (2.1.12). 
He also tries to account for the distinction between Brahman, 
the enjoying soul and the objects of enjoyment (13), and 
establishes the non-difference of the effect from the cause 
(14-20) He further answers the objection that if the individual 
Soul be non-different from Brahman, imperfections and faults 
like not doing what is beneficial to oneself would attach to 
Brahman (21-23). He discusses other questions such as 
Brahman’s independence of material and instruments of action 
(24-25), Brahman’s integrity being unaffected by the world 
(26-29), the manifold powers of Brahman, the world being 
is /i/@ (sport), the problem of suffering and evil and inequality 
in 1espect of the souls and their experiences (30-36), and 
shows that Brahman has all the qualities necessary for being 
the creator of the world,3?7 


Brahma-sitra 2.2. is called the Larka—-pada. Here the author 


refutes the important philosophical views with regard to the 
cause of the world, which are opposed to the Ved@ntic positon 
—Samkhya (1-10), Vaisesika (11-17), Sarvastivada (18-27), 
Vijhanavada (28-32) Stinyavada (32, according to Ramanuja), 
Jainism (33-36), Saivism (37-41), Bhagavata view or Vaisnavism 
(42-45). The statement here is‘mainly based on argumentation— 
perhaps chiefly for the conviction of those who would not 
recognise the authority of the Vedas, or even the validity of 
verbal testimony and would demand a rational stand. The 








ot 


(re ——— 


Growth of Dialectical Criticism... 699 


Suirakara has not stated here the view of the opponent: but 
Presupposing acquaintance with it on the part of the reader, 
he straightaway starts refuting it by. advancing arguments 
Sbowing inconsistencies in the opponent’s position. For Instance, 
he says that since the orderliness of the world is not possible 
on the Sarnkhya hypothesis, Pradhana inferred by the Sarhkhya 
cannot be the cause of the world ( racantinupapattes ca 
nanumanam—2.2.1 ), 

Argument from anupapatti, as said above, is very common 
with the dialecticians (—see also 2.2:8); further a conclusion is dis- 
carded if it involves contradiction (vipratisedhac ca’ samaijasam 
—2.2.10). Rejection of an argument or theory because it involves 
vicious infinite series is found illustrated in the refutation of | 
the Vaisesikas. If the relation of inherence (samavaya) be 
admitted between two things, then the samavaya which is 
different from them must be inherent in them by means of 
another samavaya and so on ad infinitum (samavayabhyupa: 
gamac ca samyad anavasthiteh—2,2,13 ), In the refutation of 
the Jaina view, it can be seen that the doctrine of Syadvada 
is brushed aside cursorily by saying that it cannot be accepted 
on account of the impossibility of contradictory attributes in 
one thing (naikasminnasambhayat—2.2.33), The Jainas also would 
noi acept this in this form; when they affirm such contra- 
dictory attributes of one thing they always qualify their 
expression by svaripena (from the point of view of one’s 
character) or pararapena(from the point of view of another’s 
character), which the Sttrakara has conventently ignored. This 
is an instance showing that sometimes in the enthusiasm for 
refutation the dialecticians misrepresented — or imperfectly 
represented the opponent’s view. This would bean example of 
jalpa in practical life, the sole aim being victory. 

It may be noted here that Badaradyana starts here with 
the refutation of the Sarmkhya and then refutes the doctrine 
of the Vaisesika, the Buddhist, the Jaina, the Saiva and the 
Bhagavata schools. The SAamkhya stands nearest the Vedanta 


doctrine; it admits the non-difference of cause and effect; 
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and is acceptable in one form or other to Smyti texts. SO 
Badarayani repudiates it first. This was one way of refuting 
rival philosophies. The pradhana—malla is defeated first and 
then it is easy to repudiate the others. In later philosophical 
literature we find a different method adopted. The most alien or 
distant philosophical theory or doctrine is stated and another 
school is made to refute it, the corresponding doctrine of this 
school being refuted by another, and so on till one comes fo 
a theory which is very near one’s own, which being refuted, 
one’s own theory is established. This method we find adopted 
in Abhayadeva’s commentary on the Sanmati-tarka, and in the 
SarvadarSanasatgraha and such other works. 


The author of the Brahma-sitra has considered other 
attempts at the interpretation of the Upanisads and summa- 
rised their resul.s The ancient teachers cited seem to have 
entertained different views on important points of doctrine 
such as the relation of tbe individual soul and Brahman and 
the like. Some of these are stated and Badarayana’s view 1s 
defended 29 Thus the Brahma-—satra indulges in the refutation 
Of rival systems of philosophy and the criticism of ather 
traditions of Vedantic thought. Each adhikarana is in the form 
of a controversy; or the Parvapaksin’s atgument is anticipated 
(-iti cet) and refuted. 


Nyaya Sittra : The first chapter of the Nya@ya-satra is 


concerned, as Vatsyayana says, with the enumeration and 


definition of the Nyadya categories. The fifth chapier also gives 
tne varieties of jai (futile rejoinder) and nigrehasthanas 
(grounds of censure). In 1,2.15~-17, an objection is anticipated 
that wpacara chala (figurative quibble) is not different from 
vak chala.verbal quibble) and answered by saying that they are 
different: if some similarity be sufficient reason to regard 
them as one, then on account of some similarity, however 
slight, all the chalas could be brought under one variety only. 
This ts a criticism of a view which accepted only two varieties 
of chala (-see chala in Caraka Samhita and Upayahrdaya). 
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From the second chapter onwards the author of the 
Nya@ya-sitra examines these categeries by putting forth the 
likely arguments that could be advanced by the pairvapaksin 
and refuting them. He starts with the examination of the 
concept of samsaya (doubt) (2.'.1-7). As against the definjtion 
of doubt given earlier (1.1 23), the Parvapaksin urges that no 
doubt can arise either from the definite cognition of properties 
common to several objects or from the definite cognition of 
characters belonging to only one of the objects, or from the 
cognition of diversity of opinions or from that of uncertainty. 
()n the contrary, where there is diversity of opinions there 
is certainty of conviction. Further, since uncertainty itself 1s 
quite certain in its uncertain character, no doubt can arise 
from it. ( Vatsyayana adds that if uncertainty is not quite 
certain in its own character, it would mean that it is not a 
real uncertainty at all, and in this case also no doubt should 
arise.) Lastly, says the Parvapaksin, doubt would never cease, as 
the property whose cognition gives rise to doubt continues to~ 
exist. The Sitrakara’s rejoinder to these arguments is that when 
doubt is held to arise only from such a cognition as has 
been described (in 1.1.23) as not apprehending the specific 
character of any one object, there is no possibility of either 
there being no doubt at all, or of there arising a doubt that 
would be unceasing. The arguments-in the pirvapaksa_ here 
seem to be those of some sceptical philosopher and speak 
highly of the development of dialectical thought of the time. 
We find a few such rare glimpses of advanced dialectical 
criticism as early as the SLtras, and especially in the Maha- 
bhasya of Patanjali (2nd cent. B.C.). In 2.1.8-20 there is a 
dialectical examination of the pramanas in general. The 
Parvapaksa (prima-facie view) is that perception and the rest 
cannot be regarded as sources of cognition (pramana) on 
account of the impossibility of connecting them with any of 
the three points of time. If the pramana exists already before 
the object, then perception cannot be produced by the contact 
of the sense-organs with the object. If the pramana comes 
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into existence afler the object then by whose instrumentality 
could the thing be cognised and thereby become the prameya 
(object of knowledge)? If the two come into existence 
simultaneously, then inasmuch as each cognition is restricted 
to its own object, there can be no sequence among cognitions 
(2.1.8-I11). The answer to this is that the denial itself is the 
Cause or instrument of the cognition of the impossibility of 
pramanas and so there can be no denial as it is impossible to 
connect it with any of the three points of time; since all the 
pramanas have been denied, the denial itself cannot be established. 
If the character of pramana is admitted in the case of reasoning, 
the denial becomes restricted to only a few from among the 
pramanas,—which is not proper. There should be no denial of 
prameyas with regard to all the three points of time as thetr 
existence as cause and effect is proved in the same manner 
as that of the musical instrument is proved by its sound. 
Pramana itself can be a prameya as the names are applied 
according to circumstances. The weighing balance, for instance, 
Which is a pramana (the means of ascertaining the weight of 
things) isa prameya also as regards its own accuracy (2.1.12-16). 
Here the parvapaksin raises a point: If the pramanas are 
cognised by means of pramanas, then this involves the possi: 
bility of other pramanas and so on infinitely (that is to say, 
there is the fault of anavasthi, vicious infinite series). If another 
pramana is not operative in respect of a pramana, then just 
as the cognition of the pramana would be accomplished without 
the operation of a pramana, so could the cognition of the 
prameya (object of cognition) also (2.1.17—1S). The answer to 
this is that it is not so, as the apprehension of the pramanas 
is similar to that of lamp-light.3° There is no absolute rule, 
as in the case of certain things we find that other instruments 
are inoperative, while in others it is found that they are not 
inoperative (2.1.19).8! Sarras 20-29 examine and defend the 
definition of perception especially in view of the charge of the 
Pirvapaksin that al! the causes of perceptual cognition are 
Not mentioned, 30-32 state and refute the view of the 
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Parvapaksin that perception is only inference because only a 
part cf a thing is perceived and the cognition of the composite 
whole (avayavin) proceeds from it. 33-36 examine the nature 
of the avayavin and refute the Parvapaksa that there is no real 
thing corresponding to the conception of the whole. The Parva- 
paksin says that we have the conception of ‘one’ In respect 
of a number of constituents of a forest or army because owing 
to distance, their distinctness cannot be perceived; similar is 
the case with other things because the distinctness of the atoms 
is not cognised. The Siddhantin’s answer is that the two cases 
are not parallel. The trees and the constituents of the army 
can be individually perceived, whereas the atoms are super- 
seqsuous. Therefore the avayayin is perceived as also the parts. 
In 37-38, the Parvapaksin gives examples of inferences which 
are not true, thereby showing that inference has no validity 
or does not yield true knowledge; and the Siddhantin refutes 
the Parvapaksin’s arguments saying that if a particular inference 
is fallacious, it is due to the fault of the person putting it 
forth and not because inference has no validity. 39-43 examine — 
the nature of Time especially in view of the contention of the | 
Parvapaksin that there is no present time, for when an object 
falls, the only possible points of time are—that which has been 
fallen through, and that which has to be fallen through. 
In 2.1.4:-48 the Parvapaksa is that upamana (analogy) can be 
included in inference; there can be no analogy on the basis. 
of either perfect or partial resemblance. In 2.1.49-56 the 
Parvapaksa that Sabda (word, verbal testimony) is anumana 
(inference) is examined at length and it is proved that there 
can be no relation between word and its meaning ( as the 
Mimamsaka believes ) as the meaning of a word is based on | 
convention. 57-68 deal with sabda in its particularity i.e. the. 
Vedic word. The Pirvapaksin’s contention is that Sabda can- 
not be regarded as a pramana because of such defects as 
falsity, contradiction and tautology. The Siddhantin’s rejoinder - 
is that it is not so, as the failure is due to deficiencies in the 


I-89. 
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action, the agent and the means, the contradiction is only 
apparent and repetitions have a purpose; and so on. 

2.2.1-12 examine and refute the claim of Aitihya (tradition), 
Arthapatti (implication ‘, Sambhava (inclusion) and Ahhaya 
(negation or NOn-apprehension) to be Ppramanas, Sitras 2.2 13—\9 
give an exposition and proof of the non-eternity of sabda. In the 
course of the discussion, arguments and objections of the Parya- 
Paksin who holds that Sabda is eternalare anticipated and refuted. 
The Parvapaksin employs chala (quibble) at one place : “When 
a thing is different’, it is ‘different’ from something that is 
‘different’ from it, and what is ‘different’ from the ‘different’ 
must be ‘Non-different’, so that there is nothing that can be 
regarded as ‘different ° (anyad anyasmad ananyatvad ananyad 
ity “nyatabhavah—2.2.31), The Siddhantin’s rejoinder to this 
is that if there is no conception of the ‘difference’, ‘there can 

- None of ‘non-difference’ as the two conceptions are mutually 

Telati ves tadabhaye nastyananyata tayor itaretarapeksasiddheh,— | 
2 2.32). In Continuation of this discussion, satras 410-56 examine 
and refute What is meant by the modification of letter-sounds 
(varna); It is established that there js no modification ‘in letter- 
sounds as Would justify the continuity of their existence. Here 
foo the Pirvapaksin employs chala—“ As there is constancy 
in “ON-COnstancy, It isnot right to Say that there is no constancy” 
(anivame niyaman na niyamah—2,2 54’, 57-68 give the definition 
of word and discuss what a word means, There are differences 
Of opinion that a word means the individual (vyakti}, con- 
figuration (ak 717) Or the universal] (samanya), The Nyaya view 
Is that al] three constitute the denotation O° a word: jt ig 
established by refuting the other views. It can be seen that the 
Whole of the second chapter is devoied to the examination of 
Pramanas, their definition, validity, number and the like 
Problems Pertaining to them, which all the schools of philosophy 
discussed. : | 

Sitr as 5.1.1-3 show’ that the soul is distinct from: the 
sense—organs- and 4—6 refute the view that it is identical with 
the body (—refutation of the L okavata view or the fl ajjiva- 
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tacchariravada). 7-15 refute the view that the visual organ is 
One only (caksuradvaita); being two it could not be the soul 
which is one. 16-18 refute the view that the mind is the soul. 
19-27 show that the soul is eternaland it does not originate, 
28-32 examine the exact nature of the body—that it is composed 
of earth—and refute other views. Satras 33-53 are highly 
dialectical in character. They refute the view that the Senses 
are not made up of elemental! Substances, and. while proving » 
that they have a material character, objections are repeatedly 
anticipated (—iti cet, if it be urged—) and answered. 54-63 refute 
the view that there is only one s¢nse€-organs and the objection 
that their objects being many, the sense-organ, also should be 
many and not only five; and prove that there axe five sense— 
organs of the same nature as the five -elementa] - substances, 
64-75 examine the objects of.the respective sense-organs and 
the qualities that the elemental substances have; here also 
the Parvapaksa that each one of the substances has_only one 
quality is stated and refuted, 
| 3.2. 1-9 discuss whether buddhi (cognition) is eternal or non- 
eternal. At many places the Nya@ya-satra. states what the a | 
ground of such a controversy is. For instance, here it is said 
that the doubt whether Duddhiis eternal or non-eternal arises Ty 
due to its similarity to action and @k@$a (3.2.1, See also 3.1.54, : | 
4.2.44). In problems pertaining to the sense-organs, buddhi, i 
eternality or non-eternality etc. the Parvapaksin is mostly the a 
Samkhya. In connection with the question of the eternality | 
or non-eternality of buddhi, 10-17 state and refute the theory } | 
| that things of the world are in perpetual flux and perish Loe | 
a moment (ksanabhanga-refutation of the Buddhist viey. OF | 
| perpetual flux), 18-41 prove that buddhi (cognition) as ‘ | 
| quality of the sense—-organs, or the object or the min tie ! 
is a quality of a@fman (soul). Arguments based on the pro! ans 
being itself one that requires to be proved, or the position 
| of the opponent being liable to the Same objection tp ns | 
| like are found advanced here. Objections on the part of the | 
| Parvapaksin and on the part of other schools of thought ate 
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anticipated and answered with the result that the problem js 
treated in a highly dialectical fashion. 42-45 discuss the point : 
‘Granting that buddhj (cognition) is non-eternal, does it perish 
aS SOOn-as it is produced, or does it endure for some time ?’ 
The objection that if cognition were evanescent, the perception 
of things would be always indistinct, like the indistinct per- 
ception of colour during lightning-flash —is answered by saying 
that the very reason put forward (viz. cognition is evanescent) 
implies the admission of what is sought to be denied: further 
even if it jis evanescent, the perception of things can be distinct 
like the distinct Perception of the continuous series of lamp- 
flames. “6-55 establish that consciousness is not a quality of 
the body even though it is believed to be found when the 
body is Present and absent when the body is absent, objections 
and analogies put forth by the opponent being refuted. 56—59 
Say that there js Only one mind in one body and that it 
is atomic ag against the view that there must be a plurality of 
minds as we perceive a number of actions (— cognitions—) 
appearing simultaneously. 60-72 show that the body is formed 
under the influence of the persistence of the effect of previous 
actions and rot independently of karman as the Nastikas 
Would have ys believe. Here a number of absurdities are shown 
to be involved in the opponent's position (Prasatigipatti), 


4.1.3-9 pive a classification of dosus (defects) into. three 
STOUPS—ragg (desire), dvesa (hatred) and moha (ignorance) by 
anticipating objections (—e.g. since between moha and the other 
two there js the relation of cause and effect, it follows that 
moha igs Something different from the dosas—) and refuting 
them, 10-13 treat dialectically the problem of rebirth. Saitras 
L4ff. state the views of different dialecticians ( Pravadukas as 
Vatsyayana calls them) and refute them: even in between the 
argument an Objection on the part of the Opponent is 
anticipated and refuted, so that a fair chance js given to the 
Opponent to justify bis own position and Only after that it 
is taken to be refuted. This is the usual practice of the 
NY@ya-sittra, The views stated and refuted here are—(i) Things 
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are produced out of negation (14-18), (ii) God is the cause 
Of the universe (19-21) 83 (iii) the world is a result of chance 
(22-24), (iv) all things are non-etern4] (25-28), (v). all things 
dre eternal (29-33), (vi) everything is unique, there is .no unity 
(34--36); (Vii) all is mere void (37-40), (viii) Samkhyaikanta, 
dogmatic assertion with regard to the exact number of things 
(41-43). Sitras 4.1.44-~54 discuss fruition of action and prove 
that it comes after rebirth, and that it does not appear 
immediately. 55-58 examine the nature of pain and refute 
the belief of some that there can be no pleasure whatsoever. 
| “59-68 treat final release (apavarga) by refuting the position 
that there can be no final release, since there is the concate- 
nation of debts, afflicticns (kleSa) and activity. 


4.2.4-17 deal with components (avayava) and composite 
| whole (avayavin) and at length state and repudiate the 
Buddhist’s denial of avayavin, 18-25 say that according to the 
Anupalambhika (Negationist) all things are non-existent, and 
accordingly he denies the atom also, but this is not true. 
26-35 repudiate the denial of the externa] world and 36-37 
the denial of all, including buddhi (Consciousness), 


From the above survey, it is evident that the Nyaya-stitra 
conducts a sort of Pariksa (examination) by pointing out why 
a doubt is likely to arise, bostulating a Parvapaksa and 
answering it by the Uttara—paksa. The different topics are treated 
as if they were subjects of controversy, especially in the part 
dealing with ‘examination’ (Chapters 2-4), The Parvapaksa is 
| given full scope in respect of Presentation, and then it is ~ 

refuted; even after this, fine objections or Clarificationonthe part ~ 
of the Parvapaksin or a third party are anticipated and refuted. 1 
We find in the Ny&@ya-sftra, a more logical criticism of the | 
opponent’s view on the basis of specific Principles of dialectical 
\ criticism (such as sadhyasama, etc.) than we find jn the other 
J _ Sfitras. Moreover, in connection with the Nyaya-sttra, 
Vatsyayana clearly enunciates the procedure of dialectical 
examination; first the categories are enumerated, then they are 
defined and then this definition and the Particular category as 
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such are examined.** The Nyaya-sittra itself does not mention 
this procedure, but if we examine the order of the treatment we 
find that it is implicit though it cannot be said to be wholly 
Jacking in, as for example, the VaiSesika-satra. 

Gonolud: ng we might say of the different da@rsanika Satras 
that the Yoga-siitra and the Vaisesika sfitra, (especially the 
former) very rarely attempt any dialectical examination of 
their Gwn tenets or categories, though this is not entirely 
missing in the VaiSesika-satra. The Yoga-satra, in Chapter-4, 
while asserting and establishing the reality of things, has tn 
view, as seen before, the Buddhist as the Parvapaksin. 
Similarly, the Vaisesika stitra when it shows that there is no 
connection between Sabda and Grtha is, as a matter of fact, 
lefuting the contention of the Mimamsakas that their relation 
is eternal. The Parva-Mimamsa sitra and the Bruhma-sitra 
have each a Tarka-pada. The Parva-Mimamsa—stitra postulates 
a purvapaksa in the discussion of each topic, especially so in 
the Tarka-pada and the exposition of each topic assumes a 
dialectical form. This is true of the Brahma-—sitra also with 
this in addition that the Important systems of philosophical 
thought are refuted in the Tarka—pada. In fact the whole of 
the Tarka-pada js dialectical in character. Though not attaching, 
in so Many words, any importance to ¢arka in respect of the 
higher Problems of philosophy, the composition of the Bralima-~ 
sutra is dialecticalin character. In the course of refutation, 
arguments on the part of the Parvapaksin or a third party are. 
anticipated (iti cet) and repudiated. The exposition of the 
Nyaya-siitra also is highly. dialectical in character. After 
chumerating and defining the categories, it examines them 
Critically, and presupposes powerful arguments against them 
as accepted by the Nyaya school. Arguments against the 
validity of the pramanas also are stated and answered. 

Samkhya Karika—A contemporary saztra of the Samkhya 
System is not extant, but we may consider here the Samkhya- 
Karika (second. cen}.-fourth cent. AD.) of [svara Krsna, the 
earliest extant Samkhya work., The very first k@rik@ comprises 
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4 question or objection and its answer : “ There being in -this 
World an impediment caused by the three kinds of pain 
(duhkha), there arises a desire for enquiring into the means 
of alleviating them. And if it is urged that the enquiry is 
Superfluous on account of there being known cures for the 
same, we answer that it is not so, because. these latter are 
neither certain nor firal,’’34 The revealed (Vedic) is like the 
perceived. It is associated with Impurity, destruction and 
inequality. Other than that is better—proceeding as it does from 
the right cognition of the manifest (mahat, etc’, the unimanifest 
(Pradhana) and the knower (purusa) (1-2), Here the author 
Is trying to justify the Sarhkhya Position by pointing out its 
indispensability if pain is to be absolutely eliminated, We 
have here Clearly a proper type of dialectica] argument. First. 
the problem of Samkhya Philosophy jg Stated, then a rejoinder 
| is formulated as the parvapaksa and this In its turn is denied 
by proper arguments and then the fina] Position is stated. 

This becomes the Justification of the Whole system. The Vedic 

rites are here criticised as impure and Involving destruction 

and inequality. | vi | 

We find an important Principle of. Critical investigation 

laid down in the Samkhya-karika, ViZ. a knowable is established 

by means of a source of valid knowledge (Prameyasiddhih pra- 
manaddhi-SK, 4). All dialecticians are unanimous in recognising 

this as the fundamental principle of discussion, Even the sceptical 

thinkers repudiate all the categories of thought by postulating 

this as the accepted standard of dialectical criticism and showing 
| the inconsistercies involved in the different conceptions of the 
pramatas and consequently of the Prameyas or knowables, - 
The formulation of this principle was thus an important land— 
mark in the history of dialectical thought. Karika. 7 states the 
factors due to which evenan existent thing May not be perceived. 
This signifies that it is wrong to argue that an entity is not 
existent because it is not perceived. Prakrti is one such entity 
which though existent is. not Perceived on account of its 
subtlety, but-can be ascertained from its effects—mahat, etc. 











710 Indian Dialectics 


(SK. 8. This implies the refutation of the position that what 
cannot be perceived is non-existent. Karika 9 gives reasons 
to establish that the effect is existent in the cause. It may 
be stated here that argumentation (a#fa) is mentioned first 
among the eight siddhis (accomplishments), along with oral 
instruction, study, the three-fold suppression of pain, intercourse 
of friends and gifts--ignorance (viparyaya), incapacily (asakti) 
and contentment (us{i) being the three-fold curb on siddhis.%°® 
This shows the importance the Samkhyas, or rather all thinkers, 
attach to reasoning or the spirit of critical inquiry. The Samkhyva 
Karika, it is noteworthy, establishes the Samkhya categories 
on the basis of reasoning. . 

The early Commentaries on the Satras—We may now 
briefly examine the Bhasyas (commentaries) on the Satras of 
the different systems of philosophy to enable us to form an 
idea how dialectical discussions entered the texture of the 
Philosophy of the different systems of thougbt. 


Vatsyayana (fourth century AD.) who has written a 
Bhasya on the Nyaya-sitra, adopts the style of a teacher 
expounding philosophical problems to his disciple. The 
question ‘kasmat (‘why so ?’) is repeatedly asked and answered. 
As a matter of fact, the Indian bhasyakara always has in view 
an audience,In his introductory remarks on Nya@ya-satra 1.\.1, 
Vatsyayana has explained the effectiveness of the pramanas and 
has show> that the real nature of things is dependent (for its 
being acc:pted or rejected or treated with indifference) on the 
Pramatr ( cogniser), pramana (source of valid cognition), 
prameya (cognised object, knowable) and pramiti (valid cog- 
nition). He further explains what the ‘real nature’ of things 
signifies. It is nothing else but ‘being’ or ‘existence’ in the 
case of that which ‘is’, and ‘non-being’ or ‘non-existence’ in the 
case of that which ‘is not’. That is to say, when something 
that ‘is’ js apprehended as being or existent, so that it is 
apprehended as what it really is and not as something of a 
contrary nature (i.e. as non-existent), and when a_ non-entity 
iS apprehended as such, j.e. as what it really is and not as 
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something of a contrary nature, then that which is thus 
apprehended constitutes the true nature of the thing. Raising 
the question how a non-entity can be cognised by means of 
a pramana,he answers it. In explaining satra !.1.1, Vatsyayana 
explains the purpose and connection of the treatise and 
anticipating an objection why doubt, etc. are mentioned when 
they can be included in either the pramanas or the prameyas, 
answers it. He shows that doubt and the other topics form 
integral factors of the science of reasoning, and also explains 
what motive (prayojana ) could be present in the three kinds 
of debate—yvada, jalpa, vitand& mentioned among the topics, 


especially the last, because the true vaitandika does not accept 


anything. It is a practice with Indian commentators to expound 
at the very outset the four anubandhas ( bonds of connection, 
moving considerations ) which should also be referred to 
implicitly in the mangala stanza if any. The four anubandhas 
are (1) adhikarin, person qualified, or adhikara, what qualifi- 
cations are required for the study, (il) visaya, subject-matter, 
(111) sambandha, what connection there is between the subject- 
matter and the book itself ( pratipadya—pratipadakabhava), and 
(iv) prayojana, purpose to be served by the study.?° The 
commentator also tries'to justify the order in which the 
different topics are mentioned and discussed. The method of 
treatment has been clearly analysed by Vatsyayana when he 
says : Trividha ca’sya séastrasya_ pravrttih—uddeso laksanam 
pariksa ceti ( —NB, 1.1.3 )— The procedure of this Sastra is 
three-fold—enumeration of topics, definition and examination. 
This last involves criticism of definitions on the basis of 
the criteria of the definition being narrow (avpapti), too wide 


) (alivyapti), etc. and the faults of vicious infinite series (anava- 


stha), self-dependence (@tmaSraya), itaretaragraya (mutual 
dependence), etc. These comprehend the main elements of a 


dialectical discussion. 


Commenting on Ny@ya-sitra 1.1.3 which enumerates the 


_pramanas recognised by the Nyaya system, Vatsyayana raises 


I-90 
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an important question: Do the pramanas have common 
objects, that is to say, can the different pramanas operate 
with respect to one object ( pramana-samplava), or is the 
- scope of the pramanas restricted within mutually exclusive 
limits (—pramdana-viplava) ? This is in view of the Buddhists who 
are pramaju-viplavavadins, or in whose view the pramanas 
have their own exclusive objects—svalaksana, unigue particular 
being the object of perception, and samanya, universal that 
of inference. While civing an exposition of the definition of 
perception (1.1.4), Vatsyayana explains the significance of 
every term and justifies why other factors (e.g. mind) contri- 
buting to the rise of perceptual cognition are not mentioned. 
Commenting on the term ‘ avyapadesya’ ‘not expressible, ’ 
‘devoid of verbal expression,’ he says that it is meant to refute 
the view of those who hold that no perception is free from 
verbal representation and examines it at length. In his commen- 
tary on the Nyaya-satra 1.1.22 which defines final release 
as absolute freedom from pain, etc. he refutes at length the 
Vedantin’s view that in the state of emancipation there is 
Manifested the eternal happiness of the soul just like its 
ubiquity, and when that happiness is manifested the soul js 
absolutely free and becomes happy. He repeatedly anticipates 
arguments in support of the Veddantin’s view, as also. the 
Vedantin’s Objections to the Nyaya position and repudiates 
these by Showing the anomalies involved. The discussion is 
highly dialectical in character. 


Commenting on Nyaya-sitra 1.1.32 which enumerates the 
members (avayava) of a syllogism, Vatsyayana refers to some 
logicians Who recognise ten members——desire to know (jijnasa), 
doubt (samsaya), capacity to accomplish what is desired 
( Sakya-pra pti), purpose (prayojana) and dispelling of doubt 
( samSaya—vyudasa) in addition to the five mentioned in the 
Sitra—and explains that the author of the Nyaya-—siitra has 
NOt recognised the former five members as they are not 
COgnitive in character and so cannot prove anything directly. 
It may be noted that the nature of these also is dialectical in 
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character, the ten members jointly giving rise to a picture 
of a debate inasmuch as they show how the question arises. 
What is the cause of doubt, and the like. They were eliminated 
fO prune the syllogism of its practical associations and make 
it more theoretical and logical. Even so it retains a dialectical 
character, the different avayavas being like answers to questions. 
Vatsyayana similarly refutes a Suggested interpretation of the 
Nya@yasiitra 12.9 defining the fallacious probans kal@tita 
(belated), in view of the Buddhist view with regard to kalaizta, 
reversal of the order of the avayavas of the syllogism. In his 
Bhasya on Nyaya-siitra 2.1.19 he has anticipated a number of 


objections on the part of the Opponent and answered them ~ 


especially because this pertains to an important point, whether 
pramana (cognition) is self-luminous or not, and the Nyaya-— 
saira apparently seems to favour the view that pramana is 
self—luminous—-which goes against the Nyaya view. Vatsyayana 


establishes at length the reality of the avayavin (composite. 


whole) as distinct from the avayavas (Components) in his commen- 
tary on Ny@ya-sittra 2.1.35 as this was again one of the points 
of controversy with the Buddhists who do not recognise the 
reality of the avayavin. Discussing the authoritativeness of the. 
Veda, Vatsyayana refutes the Mim4msa view that word (Sabda) 
is eternal (2.1.68), 


In the fourth chapter of the Nyaiya-snitra there is, as 
stated above, the refutation of rival views. In the commentary 
on this chapter Vatsyayana’s dialectical skill is revealed. He 
has criticised the opponent’s view by €xposing all the anomalies 
involved in his line of argument; here he has employed many 
of the principles of dialectical criticism Jaid down in the 
Nyaya-sitra, fallacies, anavastha and the like tarkas and so 
on. To take one instaace, Ny@ya-sntra 4.} 37 States the Stinya- 
vadin’s view before refuting it. Allthings must be non-entities, 
because all things are known to be mere negations of one 
another (.sarvam abhavo bhavesy itaretarabhaya-siddneh ). The 
author of the Nyaya-sitra himself refutes this in 4.1.38, but 
before that Vatsyayana offers his own answer to the Sunya- 
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vadin’s contention and this answer is expressed in a typically 
dialectical fashion: The assertion put forward cannot be right 
because there is contradiction (a) between the two terms of 
the proposition, viz, ‘all things’ and ‘non-entities’ (——if they be 
things they cannot be non-enities), and (b) between the 
proposition and the statement of the probans (-If all things 
are non entities, it is not possible for things to be the negation 
of one another and if things arenegation of one another, then 
‘ali things’ cannot be ‘non-entities’).°7 Here vyaghdata (contra- 
diction) in the opponent’s assertion is exposed. 

dt can be seen that though Vatsyayana is quite early among 
the £ammentators whose works are extant (fourth century 
A.D.), he has refuted the theories of rival views very often. 
The Nya@ya-siitra is itself dialectical ir character, so Vatsyayana 
rarely got a chance to introduce discussions and refutations 
of his own. But he critically and dialectically examined the 
categories of the Nyadya system and repudiated rival views 
whenever he got an opportunity. His dialectical skill is fully 
revealed in such passages. The Bhasya of Vatsyayana provided 
Dinnaga (perhaps his contemporary) the ground and the 
material for attacks on realism. Uddyotakara (635 A.D. , author 
of the Ny@ya-varttika defended Vatsyayana against the attacks 
of Din-aga and vehemently warded off and demolished the 
Criticisms of Dinnaga. Uddyotakara has very carefully 
examined the categories of the Nyaya system and tried to 
fortify it against all possible attacks at weak points by refining 
and rendering precise the presentation of different problems. 
He is very tenacious, though not always just in his dialectical 
criticisms Which often take the shape of a jalpa (see his 
etllicism of the Buddhist definition of Pratyoksa—NV. 1.1 4, 
pp. ff). Vacaspati (841 A.D.) devotes a major portion of his 
Nyaya-varttika-tatparya aka to the exposition and repudiation 
of Buddhist theories. He is well known for his exemplary 
Impartiality, open-mindedness and true philosophic spirit. To 
take but one instance he was, along with others who are 
mostly forgotten, mainly responsible for the introduction of 
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the concept of nirvikalpa pratyaksa (indeterminate perception) 
into the classical Nyaya system, though it had earlier entered 
the Brahmanical field through the formulation of the theory 
of perception by PraSastapada and Kumarila, probably due to 
the influence of the Buddhist view of perception. PraSastapada 
and Prabhakara and Kumérila also were influenced by Buddhist 
views through they were original thinkers and though they 
tried to dialectically examine and repudiate Buddhist theories. 
We can say that the period between the fourth or fifth century 
A.D. and the tenth century and beyond was the age of 
-~ controversies and polemical writings of a high order, in which 
the different systems criticised one another and even while 
defending themselves against rival attacks benefited and were 
inspired to develop their philosophical views on account of 
the influence of other philosophical systems and in view of 
some just criticism levelled at one another. Udayana (tenth 
century A.D.) among other Naiyayikas is well known for 
his dialectical skill as evinced by his Nyayakusumanjali and 
Atmatattva-viveka. He has, further, enhanced the scope of 
different dialectical categories, as we have seen before, by 
accommodating the different dialectical] devices and principles 
of dialectical criticism, employed in actual debates and in 
polemical works, vithin the scheme or framework of the 
Nyaya-sttra. | 


PraSastapada (fifth century A.D.) gives in his Bhasya a 
systematic account of the Vaisesika system by way of a running 
commentary. He hardly ever indulges in the ctiticism of rival 
views, though when he gives at length the arguments to prove 
the existence of a soul he must have had in view the tenets 
of some who did not accept a soul; or did not accept that 
it could be established by inference. At times he pre-supposes 
and states possible objections on the part of the opponent 
and answers them (e.g while treating visesa particularity, 
and samavaya, inherence), In his ontological views, PraSastapada 
remained thoroughly realistic, bui his logic was very strongly 
influenced by Buddhist views as can be seen from his Bhasya. 
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The commentaries Vyomavati of -Vyomasiva and Kandali of 
Sridhara, are highly polemical in character and state and refute 
the views and de‘initions of rival schools, especially the 
Buddhists. 


Sabara (fifth century A.D.) has, in his commentary on the 
Parva-Mimamsa-sntra adopted a dialectical style. He repeatedly 
anticipates an objection on the part of the purvapaksin and 
answers it. Thus he examines all possible interpretations and all 
possible alternatives in the explanation of a satra or the formu: 
lation of a theory (see 1.1.2, 1.1.5 where he discusses the relation 
of word with its meaning and the trustworthy character of the 
Veda). Sabara has introduced the question whether cognitions 
have or do not have corresponding objects in the external 
world. Here he intends to refute the Vijnanavadins, The Parva- 
Mimansa-sitras themselves are dialectical in character; more- 
over, they are mostly concerned with matters pertaining to 
dharma, its knowledge from the Veda, the trustworthy character 
of the Veda, the authority of Sruti and smyti and the interpre- 
tation of Vedic. passages in relation to the performance of 
Sacrificial rites and the like topics. Consequently there is not 
much scope for an independent critical examination or refuta- 
tion of rival philosophical ‘views and Sabara therefore, could 
not display his knowledge and dialectical skill in this respect, 
though as said above his commentary mostly assumes the 
form of a controversy. 


Kumiarila plunged headlong into the stormy waters of 
polemics and stated and criticised, in his Slokavarttika, rival 
theories of knowledge, sources of knowledge and the like. 
While commenting on 1.1.4 in his Slokavarttika, Kumarila 
has critically examined the definition of pratyaksa (perception) 
aS given in the Parva Mimadmsa-sttra and its interpetation 
by earlier commentators. He also states at length the Samkhya 
doctrine of the functioning of the sense-organs in relation to 
their objects, with a view to establish the ‘contact-theory’ in 
Opposition to the Buddhist view. He repeatedly refers to 
Nyaya-Vaisesika and Buddhist views on problems associated 
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with the process of perception. Kumarila also tries to justify 
why Sabara initiated the discussion of cognition being with 
Or without corresponding objects in the external world. He 
Shows that if cognitions were witbout corresponding external 
objects as held by the Vijianavadins, all the doctrines and 
subjects treated in the Mimamsa would be baseless and a 
treatment of these altogether unreasonable. He has stated and 
refuted at length the Niralambanavada (Idealism ) and the 
Siinyavada. Giving an exposition of inference, Kuméarila treats 
at length the Nyaya view regarding the probandum (sadhya) 
the probans (hetu) and the like. He further raises objections 
to the division of inference into pratyak satodrs ta-sambandha 
(where the relation of concomitance between the hetu and the - 
sadhya is said to have been directly perceived elswhere) and 
samanyatodrsta-sambandha (where it is determined on the basis 
of analogy) and refuses to see any difference between them 
(138 ff). He discusses at length the Buddhist and the Vaisesika 
view that Sabda (verbal testimony) can be included in anumana 
(inference) as against the Saihnkhya view which accepts them 
as distinct without pointing out any adequate grounds of 
difference. He has also controverted the Nyaya theory that 
the object of uwpamana is the recognition of the denotation 
of the name, e.g. gavaya. He takes great pains to. establish 
arthapatti (implication) and abhava (negation) as pramanas 
(sources of knowledge) and anticipates and answers objections 
for the purpose, He has dealt with the problems of sphota, 
the denotation of word (—@krti according to Kuméarila ), the 
relation of word and meaning, the existence of the soul, 
eternality of word and has answered Objections raised against 
the eternality of the Veda. He has also refuted the Apohavada 
(—the theory that ‘cow’ signifies Negation of non-cow —) of the 
Buddhists, It may be noted here that Kumarila (and for the 
matter of that, the Mimamsaka) stands almost by himself 
(except for the company of the Carvaka) in his refusal to 
accept that any person could be omniscient (see Slokavarttika, 
si, 2, 117 ff), The Slokavaritika of Kumarila is thus a 
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philosophical work highly dialectical in character, the author’s 
polemic being chiefly directed against Buddhism, though one 
cannot say that the Mimamsakas were completely free from 
Buddhist influence.*° Parthasarathi Misra’s commentary on 
the Slokavarttika and his Sastradipika are very good dialectical 
supplements to Kumarila's works. Parthasarathi M:sra very 
often controverts the views of Prabhakara and his foHowers. 
The schools of Prabhakara and Kumarila are well known for 
their mutual criticism, and dialectical treatment of philoso- 
phical problems. 


The Yoga-satras hardly afford any scope for polemics so 
Vyasa (fourth century) the author of a commentary on the 
Yoga-sitra merely gives a clear exposition of the satras and 
does not enter of his own into much dialectical criticism. 
Mathara (fifth century A.D.) who has written a vrtti on the 
Samkhya-karika has shown his dialectical skill in comparing 
the Samkhya conception of purusa with that of the Vedantins 
and the VaiSsesikas (ka. 19) and in the refutation of the 
different theories of the creation of the world (ka.61). Mathara’s 
style of explaining the ka@rikas is very lucid and persuasive; 
he takes the reader from one step to another and shows the 
significance of one expression after another. The unknown 
author of the Yuktidipika refers to the ditferent views of 
Samkhya Acaryas—while commenting on the Samkhya-karika 
and expounding the Samkbya principles, Vacaspati has fully 
brought out in his Tattva-kaumud? the dialectical argument of the 
Samkhya-karika, While commenting on Karika 5, he refers 
to the different views as regards the number of pramanas and 
justifies the Samkhya position with regard to pramanas by 
showing that it is necessary to recognise inference and verbal 
testimony along with perception and that the other pramanas 
can be included in these three. While doing so he has refuted 
the views and definitions of other schools of thought. Similarly, 
in his commentary on karikas 8-9, Vacaspati alludes to the 
different theories of causality as upheld by the Buddhist, 
the Vedantin, the Nyaya-Vaisesika and the Samkhya, 
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and shows the weakness of the former three. (This has been 
done briefly by the earlier commentators also.) Here his. 
exposition is highly dialectical in character. He anticipates . 
objections on the part of the opponent and answers them. The. 
Samkhya-karika, as noted above, establishes the Samkhya 
principles on the strength of reasoning and Vacaspati has 
throughout very well brought out the dialectical implication | 
of the argument. Vijnanabhiksu is a later writer, so it is. 
needless to say that his commentary is dialectical in character. 
The earliest extant commentary on the ‘Brahma-siitra is. - 
that of Sankaracarya ( 788-820 A.D.) by whose time it had’ 
become a practice to avall of the slightest chance to examine 
and criticise rival views. We may note here that before Sankara, 
his grand preceptor had in his Karikas established Ajativada. 
(Acosmism) mainly on the strength of reasoning, perhaps 
under the impact of Mahayana Buddhistic thought and the 
logical implications of the absolufistic trend of Vedantic thought. : 
Gaudapada has in his Karikas referred to the different views 
prevalent regarding the world, and shown that these are. 
meaningless as there is no creation or origination whatsoever. . 
He has brought out the contradictions and absurdities involved — 
in the recognition of the reality of the phenomenal world. 
and in that of the different theories of causality. The influence 
of Nagarjuna’s dialectical method is evident in his repudiation | 
of the concept of causality and the reality of the world. Gaudapada . 
pits the arguments of one school against those of another and ' 
finally establishes his own view, as can be seen in the refutation 
of causality. Sankara was profoundly impressed by Gaudapada’s ‘ 
view, and he also like Gaudapada regarded the phenomenal. 
world as unreal oreven a nop-entily when viewed apart from . 
Brahman. Sankara commented on the Brahma-sitra, the Gita. 
and the like so he did not get much scope to display his 
originality, yet his dialectical method is quite evident in his. 
writings His exposition always assumes the form of a controversy 
wherein the opponent is repeatedly given a chance to clarify 
I-9] 
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his own position or raise objections. At times in an adhikara Nd, 
especially in one pertaining to the consistency of Upanisadic 
passages, several persons are One after the other made to refute 
the view of the opponent or put forth a counter-balancing proof 
and argue outa case of their own if they have any (—see Br Sa. 
Sankarabhasya 2.3—first adhikarana discussing whether akasa, 
ether is originated or not). Sankara has employed the different 
principles of dialectical criticism, such as the faults of self-— 
dependence (@tmasraya), mutual dependence (itaretara@§raya) 
and the principle that faults common to both parties cannot 
be urged against one of them, and the like. Many arguments 
that can be said to be of the jai type or that can be said to 
involve samanya-chala are easily detectable in his writings 
though in most cases he makes the opponent object to such 
arguments. 


‘Jayarasi Bhatta (eighth century) belonging to asection of the 
Lokayatikas was a thorough—going sceptic. In his Tattvopaplava- 
simha, he has adopted the method of setting forth at the out- 


Set all possible alternatives with respect to a problem or the - 


implications of a definition, and then showing the absurdities 
involved in each one of them. This has been sufficiently 
illustrated in the Chapter on ‘ Is Knowledge Possible?’ This is 
not to suggest that Jayarasi was the innovator of this dialectical 
Style. The Madhyamikas were the pioneers in this respect, 
and we. find it highly elaborated, especially in-the centuries 
after Jayarasi. Almost all later dialecticians have adopted this 
practice. We see the influence of the style of the Madhyamika 
Buddhists in the works of Jayarasi, Gaudapada, Sankara, Vadi 
Devasiiri, Abhayadeva and others, more so in the Khandana- 
Khandakhadya of Sribharsa and the Tattvapradipika or Citsukhi 
of Citsukha and the Advaitasiddhi of Madhustdana Sarasvati 
and such other works, especially of Sankara Vedanta which 
Was Interested in the repudiation of all entities except Brahman 
which could be known by the Supreme Vision alone. 


It is not necessary to pursue this inquiry further as we 
have already come to a period when polemics and dialectical 
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criticism had become the order of the day as is clear from 
the works of Uddyotakara, Kuméarila, Sankara, Sridhara, 
Udayana, Parthasarathi Misra and others. In most cases as 
the fervour of discussion and disputation settled down a bit 
and assumed more of an intellectual and academic tone rather 
than having a practical and wor!dly significance, the statement 
of the parvapaksa came to be moxe impartial and correct and 
just and the refutation also more within the limits of reason: 
The philosophical writers also made the formulation and 
statement of theories as precise as possible, each new writer 
improving on and refining and clarifying the expressions used 
by the previous ones in order to escape refutation and to 
prove convincing. 

Dialectical Criticism in Post-Pitaka Buddhist works—About 
a hundred years after the departure of Buddha, a schism 
occurred and the Mahasanghikas, a progressive group, severed 
their connection with the orthodox group. The Mahayana 
school of Buddhism was a later product of the Mahdsanghikas. 
The most. distinctive in doctrine and probably the oldest of 
the Mahayana works are the Prajna@paramitas ( Books of the 
Perfection of Wisdom). Some of the thes2 Sa#tras—-which are 
in the form of dialogues, long replies to questions put: by | 
Mahamati—may be as early as the first century B.C. and we 
may take them as evidence that at the time when they appeared 
the new teaching was being systematically promulgated in the 
schools. There is nevertheless hardly any reasoned out statement 
in the Prajiaparamita Sitras which set forth the doctrine 
of Sanya in a popular form. There is no attempt here at 
explanation or proof, the assertions and denials being made 
dogmatically. Yet these Sztras have an important place in the 
history of dialectical -criticism inasmuch as they inspired 
Nagarjuna (second century A.D.) whose works are the earliest 
written record of the reasoned out system which probably. lay 
at the root of these Satras from the beginning. 

The Lankavatara Siitra is jater than the Prajnaparamiras. 
Instructing the Bodhisattva Mahamati, Buddha refers to the 
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erroneous teachings accepted by philosophers. They do not 
recognise the objective world to be of Mind (citta) itself which 
is erroneously discriminated; and not understanding the nature 
of the vijnanas which are also no more than manifestations 
of Mind, simple as they are they cherish the dualism of being and 
non-being where there is but one first principle. Buddha also 
comments On erroneous views held by some Brahmanas and 
Sramanas concerning causation, continuation etc.*® Buddha 
shows that the reality of things has nothing to do with the 
prevalence of words which are only conventional symbols; it 
is not right to argue that a thing must b2 existent because 
there is a word denoting it. We have a word like ‘hare’s horn’ 
and yet no reality corresponding to it.t® The unreality. of 
phenomenal things is explained by means cf illustrations like 
dream, reflection etc. Mahdmati raises a question that it is 
equivalent to self-contradiction to say that things are not 
produced and that they are like maya. Buddha explains that 
he has to give the simile only for the sake of those ignorant 
persons who are obsessed with the notion of Causality or 
origination, otherwise it is only right to say that they have 
no origination. *! Absence of contradiction was thus always 
Insisted:on and any apparent contradiction explained away. 


The Lankavatara Sitrg offers an explanation of avyakrta 
( inexplicable ) questions. “ These avyakrtas are not taken up 
for consideration by the Tathagatas in order to keep people 
away from their wrong views and theories of speculators. ” 
“Mahamati, the speculators may say, ‘What soul is. that Is the 
body, or soul is one thing, body is another.’ These are inexpli- 
cable statements. Entirely bewildered by the idea of causality, 
they make an inexplicable statement, but that is not found in 
my teaching. There is no discrimination in my teaching, because 
I teach to siand above grasped and grasping. How could there 
be any setting aside here? But Mahamati, to those who are 
obsessed with grasped and grasping, since they do not have 
a thorough understanding of the world which is no more 
than what is seen of the Mind (Citta) itself, there is something 
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to be set aside (sthapaniya) (as inexplicable). The Tathdgatas, 
Arhats, Fully-Enlightened Ones teach the Dharma to all 
beings by means of the four forms of questioning and answering. 
As to the propositions that are set aside as inexplicable, 
Mahamati, they are made use of by me on some other 
cccasions for those whose senses are not fully matured, but 
for those of matured sens s there is nothing to set aside. £2 
The Lanrkavatara Sitra thus gives one of the explanations 
offered for the inexplicable questions which were set aside by 
Buddha. The four kinds of explanation referred to are, as we 
have seen before, direct statement, questioning, answering 
afier analysis, and setting aside. The Lafkavatara Satra Says 
that the Samkhyas and the Vaisesikas teach Origination from 
being or from non-being; all that is proclaimed by them are 
the inexplicables. When the nattre or essence of all things is 
examined by reason, it is found to be not determined. Therefore 
they are essenceless and inexplicable,‘ 


In the third chapter there is a condenmining reference to the 
Lokayatika skilled in various forms of incantation and in the 
art of persuasive eloquence, who puts the miad of the ignorant 
in utter confusion by means of various reasonings, by clever 
manipulation of words and phrases, neither in accordance with 
reason nor In unison with sense, Buddha here condemns all] 
philosophy other than his own of. not. coming and going 
(an-dya-vyaya—not origination-and-destruction) as Lokayata.*4 
Lokayata signified, it seems, in the time of the Lanavatara 
Satra everything clever, decsptive, not true to reason. In this 
chapter different views regarding Nirvana are refuted 45 and 
eight different views regarding impermanence or hon-eternality 
(anifyata) are set aside as Buddha is neither for eternality nor 


‘for non-—eternality, 4s nothing in the world is accepted but 


the Mind (citta) itself and.so no discrimination occurs. *& 


| We can say from this that the practice of examining one’s 
tenets and of stating and refuting those of others was in vogue 
round about the first century B.C. to the first century A.D. 
though we do not find much by way of reasoned argument 











724 | Indian Dialeciics 


in support or refutation of a view or theory. Jalpa, or idle 
disputation was condemned as leading to suffering, and away 
from truth, in Buddhist circles and the path of Buddha 


recommended.*? 


Among the Buddhist darsanikas, Nagarjuna (second cen- 
tury A.D ) was a great dialectician who challenged the very 
potency of the pramanas (sources of knowledge) to yield the 
truth (—in Vigrahayyavartani ) and consequently the reatity 
of the categories recognised by philosophers (especially the 
Vaibhasikas ), not excluding Nirvana (in the Madhyamika- 
karika). With regard to Nirvana. Nagarjuna would argue that 
compounded things whose nature is arising and passing away 
are neither bound nor released, nor is a being either bound of 
released. The bound is not released and the the not-bound 
likewise is nothing to be released from. If the bound were 
released, bondage and release would be simultaneous. What 
is meant is that there is no abandoning of anything in Nirvana, 
nor the ceasing of anything: Nirvana is the destruction of all 
false imaginings. The conclusion is drawn that Nirvana is neither 
existent nor non-existent nor existent-and—non-existent, nor not- 
existent—and-non-existent. This shows the connection of Naga- 
rjuna’s dialectical: method with the treatment of the avyakata 
(inexplicable ) questions about the existence of a Tathagata 
after death, in the Pali Canon, and with Sanjaya Belatthaputta’s 
sceptical position. What Nagarjuna means is that the ultimately 
real cannot be grasped in terms of empirical concepts. Nothing 
can be said of it but ‘No’, ‘No’, as the Upanisads also say, 


though not so firmly. All knowledge of the senses can be 


dismantled when analysed, for the definition of one concept 
is dependent on and presupposes another; nothing is self- 
sufficient, and so no definition can be upheld, and consequently’ 
the reality of no definable (category) can be upheld. The 
conflict of Reason blocks the recognition of things of the 
world. The analysis of any proposition or argument shows 
that it involves contradiction of one’s own tenets or involves 
self-coniradiction or some such anomaly. For instance, we talk 
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of passion or coloration (raga) and the person affected by it 
(rakta). If the rekta were devoid of raga before the rise of 
raga, then raga would arise as depending oa the rakta devoid 
of raga. In that case it is proper to say that the raga would 
arise in the rakta; it is not possible that one devoid of raga 
should be rakta, for then there would be the contingency of 
raga even in the case of Arhats. If there be not raga ina rakta, 
how could there be r@ga in the absence of the rakta, when it 
could have no substrate? This is also true of rakta when the 
raga is existent or non-existent. Raga and rakta could not arise 
simutaneously, for then they would be independent of each 
other. If they be one, they could not be co-existent, for a 
thing cannot be co-existent with itself; if they be different 
how could they be at all co-existent? If there is said to be 
co-existence when there is oneness or difference, then there 
would be co-existence, even when a thing is alone or existing 
separately. If there is said to be co-existence when there is 
difference, we ask: Is the distinct existence of r@gaand rakta 
established, so that they could be co-existent ? And if they 
are proved to have distinct existence, why do you imagine them 
to be co-existent? If you postulate co-existenee because they 
are not established as distinct, you will have to postulate 
again difference in order to prove co-existence, and this would 
involve mutual dependence Distinct existence not being proved, 
co-existence is not proved, for the two are relative. Thus rakta 
and raga are neither simultaneous nor temporally separated, 
and similarly all entities, e.g. hatred and one affected by it 
(dvesa—dvista), stupidity and stupid ( moha-miadha ) cannot be 
proved to be simultaneous or temporally separated.*8 Nagarjuna 
exploits to his advantage the argument detecting the defects of 
contradiction, impossibility, mutual dependence and the like, 


Nagarjuna was, we might say, the first to pointedly note 
the conflict of reason and thereby dismantle everthing by 
critical examination. Taking the clue from philosophers like 
Sanjaya Belatthaputta he formulated a dialectic for the Madhya- 
mikas, which greatly influenced all later dialectical criticism 
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whether sceptical or not. Nagarjuna has, in his Vigraha- 
yyavartani, adopted the method of first allowing the parva- 
paksin to state his view and then refuting the arguments one 
after another, and even anticipating and answering objections 
in the course of the refutation where necessary. The works 
of Nagarjuna may be said to be the chief inspiring force of 
all dialectical criticism. 

Aryadeva was a disciple of Nagarjuna, and there is no 
difference in their philophical views, though the formers 
expression at times shows leanings towards Vijmanavada, In 
his CatuhSataka, Aryadeva has attempted to prove that the 
things generally recognised by us as real are essenceless (ni/tsva- 
bhava’, Chapters 9-16 being called Vigrahasataka, (two centuries 
of stanzas regarding disputation) by the commentator Dharma- 
pala. Tre dialectical character of the work is thus obvious. 
Chapter rine states the repudiation of things regarded as 
eternal, Chapter ten of @fman, eleven of Time, twelve of wrong 
or heretical views, thirteen of senses and their objects, fourteen 
of adherence to the extremes (antagraha), fifteen of compound 
things; and Chapter sixteen deals with the discussion between 
the teacher and the pupil: ‘ Howis it possible, when everything 
is void?’ In Chapter eight, Aryadeva answers an objection and 
makes an important clarification. It may be urged by some 
that the doctrine of Sainyata was propounded just to tnfuse a 
sense of detachment, and did not, as a matter of fact, imply 
the unreal nature of the world of appzarance. But Aryadeva 
assures us that Nirvana can never be attained by a false view 
of things.*® He answers further doubts and objections pertaining 
to the path of renunciation (nivrtti) leading to nirvana and gives 
practical advice when the doctrine of Sanyata@ should be taught. 
In Chapter ten he refutes the existence of @tman and also the 
Sarmkhya position of Prakrti being insentient and yet an agent, 
and the different views regarding the soul and its size in the 
different schools of philosophical thought. Similarly in Chapter 
11, while repudiating Time, Aryadeva refutes the Sarvastivadin s 
view regarding the existence of things in all the three times, 
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and the satkaryavada (doctrine of the effect being latent in 
the cause even before its manifestation) (of the Samkhyas and 
the Vaibhasikas) and the asatk@ryavada (doctrine of the produc- 
tion of a novel effect) (of the VaiSesikas, the Sautrantikas and 
the Vijianavadins, according to Candrakirti). Aryadeva states, 
in chapter fourteen, that the method of refutation which he has 
illustrated can be employed against all dialecticians. Sat (existent), 
asat (non-existent), sadasat ( both existent and non-existent ) 
and sad-asad na (neither existent nor non-existent)—this order 
of putting forth -the alternatives and refuting them should be 
adopted by the learned everywhere in respect of oneness and the 
like.°° The commentator explains this by applying this mode 
to the view of the satkaryavadin, who believes that the cause and 
the effect are one; or cloth and whiteness—-Are they one or 
different or both or neither ? None of these positions is valid 
and thus things cannot be said to have a nature of their own 
independent of others.51 It can be seen that Aryadeva’s 
dialectical mode is similar to that of Nagarjuna, and he also 
resorts to arguments based on impossibility, mutual dependence 
and the like for the refutation of the different philosophical 
concepts, 


Chapter sixteen of the Catuhsataka brings up animportant 
issue. If the speaker, the thing spoken of and the statement be 
Sanya ,then it is meaningless to have attempted these fifteen 
chapters or we may say, to teach or discuss; but all the three are 
existent, so they are sasvabhava (having an essence or nature 
of their own) and not nihksvabhava (essenceless) as stated. The 
answer to this is that the speaker, that which is spoken of 
and the statement are known as such in relation to one another, 
so. they do not have an essential nature of their own. But 
then everything would come to be a non-entity like hare’s 
horn, while we find the senses and their objects to be real! 
The answer to this is : If asanyatva (non-voidness) can be 
established for fear of some fault in the position of Sanyat@ 
then why should Sanyata not get established if a fault is 
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detected in the position that things are aSfinya or non-void ? * 
If the world were not sanya, 1t would be eternal, non-produced 
non-destroyed. But this is not what we find. Therefore the world 
must be sfnya. Thus the person attacking Stnyavada cannot 
even establish his own position. It may be said that there 
must be something which is asanya for there being something 
which is Sfinya; thus everything cannot be said to be Sanya. 
The answer to this is that this difficulty arises only because 
the. stand that Sinya is not an entity, though not propounded 
as a doctrine of Sanyata is accepted as a doctrine or view. 
It is not proper to say that a paksa (doctrine or view) is not 
possible without a vipaksa (contrary-view) and so the vipaksa 
must be there and in that case all things are established. If 
there were any view left unrefuted or upheld then it would serve 
as a view though not meant to be one. But when the paksa is 
not there, what could become the vipaksa? -Aryadeva boldly 
Says at the end that it is not possible to repudiate one who 
holds no position of his own.52. Such a person answers the 
opponent on the strength of the views and dialectical principles 


accepted by the latter only, but the opponent cannot detect any 
flaw in his argument or view for he does not recognise the 


ultimate validity of anything. 

The Satasastra, also of Aryadeva, is a polemical work, the 
scope of which is to establish the exact doctrine of Sanya 
after refuting other views. The criticism is directed not only 
against the Vaisesikas and the Sarnkhyas, but also against 
the various Hinayana schools. We find the method of question- 
answer adopted here, the opponent raises an objection at every 
step. Nagarjuna and Aryadeva can thus be said to be great 
pioneers in the field of dialectics, especially in proving that 
empirical concepts involve self-contradiction or other anomalies 
and absurdities and so cannot yield any truth. They start from 


the stand—point of logic and refute the opponent even while ° 


for the time being accepting what he has to say. They have 
no thesis of their own to propound and so do not advance 


any argument to establish Siinyavada. 
* Argument of the pratibandi or samavacana type, 
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It may be mentioned here that Buddhapalita (sixth century) 
did not make use of reasoning to establish Stinyavada. But 
Bhavaviveka or Bhavya (sixth century) of the Svatantrika school 
argued that even the Madhyamikas admitted the empirical 
validity of logic, so reasoning could be employed to establish 
Stinyavada, as also to refute other philosophical views. 
Candrakirti, a staunch champion of the Madhyamika Prasanigika 
school repudiated Bhavaviveka's contention at great length in 
his commentary on the Madhyamika Karika@ Were we: find 
the adherents of one school criticising one another. Moreover, 
Candrakirti rejected Dinnaga’s reform in Buddhist logic and 
preferred the realistic logic of the Brahmanical school, but 
later philosophers deemed it possible to accept the reform of 
Dinnaga with the same proviso as Candrakirti’s, viz the absolute 
can never be cognised by logical means. Santaraksita (seventh or 
eighth century) and his pupi! Kamalasila have, in the Tattva- 
sangraha and its Panjika, refuted the theories and doctrines of 
rival systems of thought—Vedic Buddhist, Jaitra and the like. 
They state the parvapaksa at length and with exemplary faithful- 
ness to the original doctrine and its statement in the texts of the 
respective schools, and then point out the anomalies involved, 
allowing the parvapaksin opportunity to express his doubts 
and objections even while the refutation is going on S4anta- 
raksita and Kamalasila give some positive exposition of Sanya 
as the Ultimate Reality and the character of their teaching is 
not as completely negative as that of Nagarjuna and other 
purist Madhyamikas, so they are regarded by some as belonging 
to the mixed school of Madhyamika-Yoga-aras or Madhyamika 
Svatantrikas. : 





Coming to the Vijidnavada school, we may briefly consider 
the method of treatment adopted in the Vimsika and the 
_ Trimsika of Vasubandhu (fourth-fifth century A.D.). In the 
Vimsika@ and the auto-commentary on it, as also in the Trimsika, 
Vasubandhu proves that the world-appearance is nothing but 
a manifestation of consciousness and has no reality apart: from 
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consciousness purée and simple; that is to say, the worldly 
phenomena have no external status and are merely subjective 
ideas. He anticipates objections from the realist to the following 
effect: If consciousness were to be entirely independent of 
external reality, how could the spatio-temporal det.rminations 
of experienced objects be explained ? An experience is found to 
occur in a particular place and at a particular time and 
not just anywhere or at all times. Again, such experiences 
occur to all individuals who happen to be there; and not to 
a particular individual, whereas illusions like double-moon 
are private, confined to the cognising individual. Moreover, the 
tuft of hair and the like experienced by a man of diseased 
vision, or poison, etc. seen in a dream are found to be incapable 
of discharging the functions of real hair, etc. or of killing 
anyone and the like, whereas such objects as are experienced 
by normal persons do exist and produce real consequences. 
Hence it is not right to say that these objects are unreal. 
Vasubandhu proceeds to explain away these objections, and 
to show that the external existence of things is not a necessary 
condition of experience. It is evident that the objections anti- 
cipated are very appealing and sound and it requires exceptional 
courage and confidence to anticipate and state so convincingly 
these objections. In the course of the argument Vasubandhu 
proves dialectically by putting forth different alternatives that 
the whole (avayavin) is not an entity distinct from the consti- 
tuent parts (avayavas). 


The Trimsika is not on the whole as explicitly dialectical 
-in-character as the Vimsika. Yet even here Vasubandhu and 
his commentator Sthiramati repudiate the suggestion of those 
extreme idealists who deny the reality of consciousness on 
grounds of interdependence or relativity. Nevertheless, we do 
not find any very important principles of dialectical criticism 
employed in these works. 


‘Dinnaga (fifth century A.D.), the stabiliser of Buddhist 
logic, has in his Pramana-samuccaya and his own commentary 
on it criticised the Nyaya and the VaiSesika definitions and 
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concepts of perception (Ch.l-Pratpaksa Pariccheda), the Nyaya 
and the Vaisesika definitions of inference and their concepts 
of invariable concomitance, and the relation between the lizga 
(probans) and the sa@dhya (probandum) underlying ihe rule 
of invariable concomitance (vy&pti) (Ch. 2-Syarthanumana 
Pariccheda), He has also criticised the hetvabhasas (fallacies of 
reason) as they are recognised by the VaiSesikas (chapter 3 
—Pararthanumana Pariccheda) and examined the VaiSesika view 
regarding drsianta (illustration) (chapter 4—Drstanta—Pariccheda),. 
Dinnaga has similarly criticised Vasubandhu’s definition of 
perception in his commentary on chapter one, as it can be 
interpreted to presuppose the reality of the external obyect.55 
Besides, Dinnaga has criticised the metaphysical views of the 
Samkhyas and others with subtlety. Tul the time of Dinnaga, 
Buddhist logic had no distinctive character of its own. It was 
Dinnaga, regarded as the father of Buddhist mediaeval logic, 
who for the first time examined the pramanas (sources of 
valid knowledge) and the like of the Brahmanical schools and 
established a distinct theory of pramanas, Dinnaga is welt known 
for his intellectual attacks on Vatsyayana, and Uddyotakara 
had to make special efforts to defend Vatsyayana and criticise 
Dinnaga. 


Dharmakirti (seventh century A.D) was a great logician 
and he can be said to have systematised Buddhist logic once 
for all. His works—Pramdana-varitika (his main and most 
important work with auto-commentary on the chapter on 
Svarthanumana ), Sambardhapariksa with auto-commentary, 
Codana—prakarana (a treatise on the art of carrying on dis- 
putations), Santanantardsiddhi, Nyayabindu, Pramana-viniscaya, 
Hetubindu—especially the -first four, are highly dialectical in 
character; objections from thinkers of different schools are 
anticipated and refuted. The chapter on the validity of know- 
ledge in the Pramana-—varttika is supposed to be a comment 
upon the initial stanza of Dinnaga’s work (Pramanabhitaya 
jagaddhitaisine...). The whole of Mahayanistic Buddhology 
and all the proofs for the existence of the Absolute Being 
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are discussed under that head. In thecourse of his exposition, 
Dharmakirti refutes the reality of God (1.10.30). While 
establishing Buddha as pramana, he says he is such because he 
has the knowledge of the means leading to the removal of misery 
in the world and not because he is omniscient in the sense that 
he knows how many insects exist in the universe—this knowledge 
being useless. If capacity to see things at a distance is regarded 
as a sign of omniscience we should worship eagles. ({.33-35). 
Here Dharmakirti is pointedly criticising the Jaina view of 
avadhi and kevala-jmana (omniscience). He further refutes the 
view that the material elements give rise to consciousness 
as an epiphenomenon and consciousness has no existence apart 
from the elements (1.37 ff) and establishes the reality of 
consciousness alone. He also refutes the concepts of avayavin 
(whole as distinct from the constituents), samyoga (conjunc- 
tion), samavaya (inherence), the separate existence of guna 
(quality), karma (action), s@m@nya (universal), etc. as distinct 
from the svalaksana (point-instant of reality). It is our dis- 
cursive intellect that makes such abstractions; what is real 
is the unique particular (svalaksana) which admits of no qualifier 
or division, He has clarified the concept of spiritual evolution 
and elevation especially when the Buddhists do not admit any 
permanent eternal unchanging consciousness, but. only an 


eternal stream of point-instants of consciousness (citta—ksanas) 
GIs): 


In the chapter on Perception, he has explained why the 
Buddhists accepted two pramanas (pratyaksa and anumana) 
and has refuted at length sa@manya as having any objective 
reality; it is just a mental construction. He has further proved 
that all the sense-organs can yie!d knowledge simultaneously 
(2. 136) as against the Nyaya—-Vais:sika view that the mind 
being atomic, experience cannot be simultaneous. He criticises 
the Samkhya view that sukha (pleasure), etc. are external to 
the soul as they are modifications of the cifta (mind) and do 
not inhere in the soul (2.268). In the chapter on Svarthanumana, 
he criticises Dinnaga of his own school for having accepted 
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the negative reason (vpatireki-hetu) (3.15-19) and criticises the 
manner of reasoning of the Carvakas, the Vaisesikas, the 
Sathkhyas and the Jainas who reason from non-perception 
(3.20 ff). Examining Sabdu-pramana {verbal or scriptural 
testimony), he refutes the view upholding the validity and - 
apauruseyatva (its not having been composed by a person) of 
the Veda and refutes Sphoia as also the concept of the fixity 
of the order of Vedic words. He similarly examines the concept 
of apta (trustworthy person) (3 219ff). Here his arguments are 
mostly against the Mimamsakas. He repeatedly resorts to the 
prasanga method, that of exposing the contingencies—positions 
implied which the other party also is not prepared to accept — 
or the absurdities involved in the other party’s position. In 
the chapter on Pararthanumana, he has shown that the pratijna 
is not a necessary member of a syllogism and demarcates the 
sphere of inference or reasoning and agama (verbal testimony) 
which is to b2 set aside if it conflicts with reasoning (4.48 ff). 
While discussing the members of a syllogism he repeatedly 
criticises the Naiyayikas (e.g. 4.195) and even Dinnaga, In the 
Nyayabindu he refutes the Jaina argument that trees are 
sentient beings because they are Organisms which die when 
the covering texture is stripped off ( Nyayabindu 3.61—Asiddha). 
He criticises Dinnaga for considering the variety of concealed 
contrary reason as a special variety of contrary reason 
(viruddha) (3.89-94). He has added some fallacies to the scheme 
of Dinnaga as we have seen in the chapter on_ logical 
fallacies.** 


Dharmakirti, it can be seen, was a great dialectician of 
the Buddhist school, comparable to Kumarila and Uddyotakara. 
It may be said to his credit that he generally does not twist 
the argument of the pirvapaksin but does full justice to the 
reasoning behind it. The Buddhist logicians and commentators 
after Dbarmakirti indulged in polemics and dialectical] criticism 
for the sake of explaining precisely and convincingly their own 
views and concepts—some important names among them being 


Dharmottara (800 A.D.), Prajfiakaragupta (eighth century A.D.), 











734 indian Dialectics 


Arcata (ninth cent.) Jnanasri (tenth cent.), Durveka (1 100 A.D). - 


We need not pursue this inquiry further. 


We may now consider the Sarvastivada literature from 
our point of view, The Sarvastivadins, as is well known, did 
not accept the authority and even the authenticity of the Pali 
Canon of the Theravadins. They reconstructed a canon of their 
own. Their Abhidharma consisted, like the Abhidhamma, of 
seven works attributed not to the Buddha directly but to his 
disciples. A huge commentary called the Mahavibhasa was 
written on these works, from which was derived the name 
‘Vaibhasika’. Vasubandhu has given the substance of this 
Commentary in his Abhidharmakoga in which he has clearly 
formulated the system of categories of the Vaibhasika school 
based on the teachings of Buddha as recorded in the Buddhist 
Canon acceptable to the Vaibhasikas. In his own Bhasya on 
the Abhidharmakoga, Vasubandhu’s leaning towards, and even 
affiliation to, the Sautrantika school is evident. “In his 
characteristically powerful style Vasubandhu critically examined 
the Dravya—vada (doctrine of enduring substance) of the 
Vaibhasikas, accused them of being literalists, ridiculed their 
dogmatism, and compared them with such heretical schools 
as the Sarmkhya and the VaiSesika. YaSomitra [author of 
Sphutartha AbhidharmakosSavyakhya]| rightly observes. that 
Vasubandhu belongs to the Sautrantika schoo],.”55 The 
Sautrantika leaning of Vasubandhu especially while commenting 
on a work on Abhidharma brought hostile reactons from his 
contemporary Vaibhasikas. Sanghabhadra composed two works, 
viz. Nyayanusara and Samayapradipika in refutation of the 
Bhasva, Abhidharmadipea with its Vibhasaprabhayrtti by Vimala- 
mitra (450-550 A.D.) is a similar work primarily written to 
refute the Sautrantika views upheld in the Bhasya, All these 
works in their contents and their presentation take the Kosa as 
their model and retain those parts of the Bhasya which are 
not objectionable to them. They hold identical views on almost 
all controversial points, their main difference lying in the 


fact that the works of Sanznabhadra are based on the karikas — 








Growth of Dialectical Criticism.... 735 


of the Abhidharmakosa, whereas the Abhidharmadipa has its 
own ka@rikas notwithstanding their correspondence to those 
of the Kosa. The works of Sanghabhadra have not come 
down to us in their original form (—they are available only 
in Chinese translations), The Abhidharmadipa, however 
fragmentary it may be, is therefore a lone witness, as far as 
we are concerned, with regard tu the controversies between the 
Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas and the Vaibhasikas’ reactions 
to the Bhasya of Vasubandhu. 


Vasubandhu’s treatment of the categories of the Vaibhasika 
system in his Abhidharmakosa is very systematic. He gives a 
detailed exposition of the dharmas which constitute the subject 
of the Abhidharma in KoSasthana 1, karikas 4ff. He gives 
definitions of ‘avijiapti’, etc. and etymological explanations | 
of words like ‘rapa’, dhatu, etc. (ka. 11 ff) and shows how the - 
bhatas (elements) can be established on the strength of their 
specific characteristics dhrti (fixity), sazgraha (coming together or’ 
agglutination), pakti (heat), yyahana (spreading) (ka. 12). Karikas 
|. 32-33 and 2.33 take up the question whether vitarka’ 
(initial gross application of the mind to the object) and vica@ra 
(subsequent subtle sustained application) can operate simul- 
taneously or not. Vasubandhu in his Bhasya on 2.33, after 
quoting and criticising several views on this controversy from 
the Mahavibhasa, explains the Sautrantika view that vitarka | 
and vicara are two different names given to gross and subtle 
statcs of samskaras that produce corresponding gross or subtle 
speech and therefore cannot operate together, but only each 
to the exclusion of the other. Vasubandhu agrees with this . 
view and explains away scriptural passages which seem to convey. 
the opposite of this. The author of the Abhidharmadipa repro: 
duces this controversy, from the Bhasya and severely criticises 
Vasubandhu for his theory which goes against the Vaibhasika 
view that vitarka and vicara co-exist in one moment of 
consciousness, though they do not operate simultaneously. 
This view is identical with the view of Sanghabhadra quoted 
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and criticised by YaSomitra in his Vyakhya on the Bhasya. 
YaSomitra finds Sanghabhadra’s explanation unconvincing. 
True, acertain factor of an aggregate alone manifests itselfin a 
given condition and not the other, but vitarka and vicara cannot 
be said to be two different dharmas (entities) as their charac- 
teristics are not fully differentiated. Their respective grossness 
and subtlety do not establish any specific difference of kind, 
but only.a difference of degree, so vitarka and vicara are not 
two different entities but only different states of a single dharma. 
It may be noted that further speculations on these are recorded 
in the -Abhidharma—samuccaya of Asanga, and in Sthiramati’s 
Bhasya on Vasubandhu’s Jrimsika also, from which we can 
say that the Vijianavadins regarded vitarka and vicara as 
different by attributing to them the functions of enquiry and 
judgment respectively, which can appear only successively and 
not simultaneously. From this controversy it appears that 
Originally the Vaibhdsikas, like the Theravadins, held these 
two to be simultaneously active, but modified their view owing 
to Vasubandhu’s criticism.*° 


Another such controversy pertaining to cognition is raised in 
the AbhidharmakoSa : Does the eye see or the eye-consciousness 
(caksur-vijnana)? The former view is held by the Vaibhasikas 
and the latter by the Darstantikas or the Sautrantikas. ‘The 
Vaibhasikas contend that the function of the eye is to see and 
that of vijiana is to know; they argue that eye-consciousness 
cannot see if any object intervenes between the eye 
and the visible object. The Sautrantika answer to this is that 
the eye-consciousness sees in spite Of intervening factors like 
glass, water etc. Further it is by the light thrown upon an 
object that it is visible and therefore one must not say that the 
eye sees. These and the like arguments are advanced by the 
Sautrantikas to refute the contention of the Vaibhasikas and 
both cite texts in support of their own contention (see Bhasya 
and Vyakhya 1-42 and Abhidharmadipa, pp. 32ff; Introduction 
pp. 74ff). The author of the Abhidharmadipa ( karika 4) 4 
refutes the different views that the eye or the eye-consciousness 
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or prajia (outlook, right or wrong) or finally the aggregate 
of all these and such other causes. as the light, etc. can be 
sali to pzrform the function of seeing and then asserts the 
Vaibhasika view that the eye sees and the consciousness knows 
or comprehends its object. He repudiates Vasubandhu’s -criticism 
of the Vaibbasika view and accuses him of ignorance as also 
leanings towards Mahayana. 


The second KoSsasthana opens. with a comment on the 
word ‘indriva’ which means @dhipatya, supremacy, and devotes 
the first twenty-one karika@s to the exposition of the twenty- 
two idriyas as found in Buddhist works. ‘Jadriya’ meaning 
adhipatya signifies the five organs of knowledge: caksu ete. 
may be explained as the predominating factors for a person’s 
appearance (Qtmabhavasobha), withdrawing oneself or protection 
( parikarsana }, knowledge (vijmana) and distinctiveness 
(asQdharanakaranatva). The Sautrantikas contend that adhipatya 
should be attributed not to caksu, etc. but to caksurvijnana 
etc. and that they would define ‘adhipatya’ as ‘adhikam prabhu- 
tvam’ 1.e. greater activity. The author of the Abhidharmadipa 
refers to this as the view of the Paurana (older) Acaryas, but 
Vasubandhu does not say so. According to the author of the 
Abhidharmadipa, the Vaibhasikas hold that the @dhipatya of 
caksu, etc. consists in the cognising by them of their object, 
Vasubandhu also agrees and has nothing original to add. The 
Sautrantikas do not accept anything to be direcily perceptible. 
So they contend that @dhipatya should be attributed not to 
caksu, etc. but to caksur—vijiana ete and they define ‘adhi- 
patya’ as ‘adhikam prabhutvam’ je. greater efficiency in cognising 
the object (see Abhidharmadipa, pp. 46-48). Similarly, discussing 
as to which indriyas are savipaka (a result of previous karman), 
Vasubandhu states in ka. 10 that jivitendeiya (life) is savipaka, 
that is to say, the length of one’s life is subject to the fruits 
of the karman of previous births. He has in his mind the well 
known controversy whether the life-span can be prolonged 
by yogic powers arising from the legend of Buddha’s statement 
( Digha Nikaya 16.3.3) that on account of his mastery Over 
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the four paths of rddhi he could Jive in the same life for a 
kalpa or a kalpavagesa. Vasubandhu personally maintains 
contrary to the accepted Vaibhdsika theory that in the case 


of such prolongation of life by Buddha, the yogic powers - 


supersede karman and produce a new life born of samadhi as 
against the life which is vipakaja (a result of karman ). The 
author of the Abhidharmadipa (pp. 98 ff) has criticised 
Vasubandhu’s view. 


OF the four cittaviprayuxtas, jati (origin ), jara ( decay ), 
sthiti (sustenance) and anityata (impermanence or nasa), there 
is a good deal of controversy regarding sthiti as it is not 
admitted by all the Buddhists (see Aarikas 35 ff). In the 
teachings of Buddha only three /aksanmus (characteristics) of 
constituted objects appear, viz. utpada (jati), vyaya (anityata) 
and sthityanyathatva ( jara). To these the Vaibhasikas add the 
fourth, sthiti saying that the sa@/ras are suggestive and not 
enumerative ( AbhidharmakoSa-vyakhya 2, p. 94), or that 
‘sthityanyathatva’ asserts both sthitiand jara. The Sautrantikas 
contend that sthiti-laksana can only be applied to the 
asamskrtas (non-composites), it could not bea laksana of the 
samskrtas (composite or constituted things).. The sthiti-laksana 
if upheld would go against the Ksanikavada of the Vaibhasikas 
that everything is momentary (—There is a lengthy and learned 
discussion on the conception of ksana, point-instant and 
pravaha, continuum in the Vyakhya, pp. 9s-104). Again, the 
Sautrantikas hold that jati, jara, etc. are only /aksanas and 
not dravyas as their existence cannot be established by any of 
the prama@nas. Vasubandhu favours this view in the Bhasya (see 
also Abhidharmadipa, pp. 104 ff). Abhidharmakosa 2.47-48 deals 
with the three citta-vipravuktas—nama (word), pada (sentence) 
and vyaijana (articulate sound). The Sautrantikas hold that 
nama, pada,vyaijana are not different from vak—Sabda (sound 
of speech) and so should be treated as rapa, and it is not 
necessary to invent such new categories outside the group of 
Matter. Vasubandhu favours this view and ridicules the 
Vaibhasika doctrine of the citta-viprayukta samskaras. The 
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author of the Abhidharmadipa ( pp. 108ff) in turn answers 
Vasubandhu’s arguments and also criticises the Mimdarnsa, 
Vyakarana and VaiSesika theories of Sabda. 

There have been controversies on a number of points 
between the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas and these are 
found recorded in works like the AbhidharmakoSabhasya of 
Vasubandhu and the Abhidharmadipa with its Vrtti by Vimala- 
mitra. We may only note here that Abhidharmakesa 5.25-26 
gives the fundamental principle of the Sarvastivada school— 
‘tadastivadat Sarvastivadi matah.—25, a Sarvastivadin is so called 
-ecause he admits the reality of things in all the three times. 
The Sarvastivadins believe that dharmas ( entities ) exist in 
essence (dravyatah) in all times—past, future and present and 
consequently they are confronted with the problem of giving 
a rational explanation of the nature of the dharmas associated 
with the three times, as also of the naiure of change that 
takes place when a future dharma enters into the past through 
the present WVasubandhu records four distinct views of the 
ancient exponents of the school viz. Dharmatiata, Ghosaka, 
Vasumitra and Buddhadeva and also gives an_ illuminating 
and lively criticism, of these views. We are familiar with this 
controversy through the works of Stcherbatsky and others, The 
author of the Abhidharmadipa (pp. 257 ff) has made a very 
bold attempt to save the Sarvastivada position. The controversy 
between the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas is almost an 
interminable one like many other controversies, as neither 
party is prepared to give up its position All the same there 
is this advantage that claritication of issues is the result on 
either side due to suchcontroversies, and both traditions have 
benefited thereby. 

We have thus seen that Vasubandhu shows Sautrantika 
leanings in his commentary on his own AbhidharmakoSa and 
he criticises several Vaibhasika views and refers to several 
Buddhist thinkers and their theories in his Bhasya. Vimalamitra 
in his Vrtti on the Abhidharmadipa takes up all such passages 
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for special consideration and refutes Vasubandhu in particular 
and the Sautrantika position in general in connection with 
several points of controversy between the Vaibhasikas and the 
Sautrantikas and restates with greater persuasion the Vaibhasika 
system of philosophy. He mentions some _ topics that — 
were overlooked or not mentioned by Vasubandhu, and also 
examines at places the doctrine of Stnyavada, the Parinama- 
vada of the SAmkhya and the like theories and views. ( See 
Abhidharmadipa ‘ka. 289-324). He also mentions different 
views and theories of the earlier Buddhist thinkers. Prof. Jaini 
has treated all these points in his Introduction to the 
Abhidharmadipa,®? so we shall not go into further details. 
What is interesting to not2 is that there were a number 
of discussions among the different sections and_ schools 
of the Buddhists—a clear picture of which is presented by the 
Abhidharmakosabhasya and a still clearer one by the Abhi- 
dharmadipa and its Vrtti. This also explains how tn the Buddhist 
fold feur main schools or systems of philosophy with distinctive 
views and theories could emerge aud how they tried to rationalise 
their own position against the attacks of rival schools — Buddhist 
‘and non-Buddhist—thus contributing to the development of 
dialectical thought and showing the different ways in which 
the same scriptural texts could beinterpreted. We may note 
in passing that Vasubandhu’s boldness in passing on from 
the Vaibhasika school to the Sautrantika and later to the 
Vijnanavada is worthy of appreciation, and gives us an idea 
of the dialectic in his mind—a mind struggling with itself in 
an intellectual dual. 


We may finally refer here to the introductory part of 
Atthasalini, a Pali commentary by one Buddhaghosa (fourth 
or fifth century A.D.) on the Dhammasangani, The introductory 
Nidana-katha opens with the interpretation of the word 
‘Abhidhamma’ as Higher Dharma in that there is an absolute 
‘method of treatment in it (12-3) and names the various 
treatises included in it (1.4). The author then refers to the 
co~troversy raised by some vitandavadins (disputationists) about 
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Including Karthavatthe in the -Abhidhamma Pitaka since it has 
been ascribed to Moggaliputta Tissa (1.5.-9) and gives the 
names- of the subjects mentioned in the chapters of the seven 
treatises of the Abhidhamma (1.24-28) and shows the importance 
of the last one of these (1,29-35.. The author seems to be 
aware of the objections raised by some against including Abhi- 
dhamma in the Buddha's ‘word? and gives quotations from 
the Sutta Pitaka and the Vinaya Pitakato support its inclusion 
in it (1.70-71), He answers at length the objection that the 
Abhidhamma Pitaka cannot be ‘Buddha’s word? as it does not 
contain, like other works ascribed to the Buddha, a prefatory 
remark (niddna) like ‘Once upon ¢ time, Buddha was living 
at Rajagrha.....’ (1.73 ff).58 Thus the author of the Aitha- 
salini has tried to give a critical account of the Buddhist Canon 
before commenting on one of the canonical works and _ has 
stated and answered objections wherever he thought it necessary. 
to do so. It seems that in the fourth and fifth centuries it 
was thought fit by some Buddhist writers to attempt to explain 
and interpret critically and ‘Systematically the Buddha’s word in 
Pali (—compare Visuddhimagea of Buddhaghosa who was slightly 
olderthan the author of the Althasalini’, as Kundakunda and 
Jinabhadra made similar attempts in Prakrta in the Jaina school 
of thought. The author of the Aithas@lini has made full use of the 
dialectical method, giving the arguments on both the sides of 
a point and arriving at the final conclusion which is in conso- 
nance with the view of his own school.8° He tries to explain 
away conflicting statements in the Buddhist’ Canon by some 
such argument as, ‘‘The statement afthe Sutra Pitaka is a 
relative one (pariyaya desana) while we are here dealing with 
absolute statements (nippariyaya desana)” (3. 304, 484, ete.), 


At times not finding a sound argument, he ridicules the opp- 
nent or even curses him.¢° 


It can be said that the Buddhist. thinkers were very 
great dialecticians of their day and it was their sound 
and healthy criticism of rival views (especially in respect of 
the reality of the enduring substance or the sou] entity and of 
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external objects) which mainly set the ball of dialectical criticism 
rolling, the momentum being an enormous one. Tke Buddhists 
indulged in the examjnation of the traditional interpretation of 
the teachings of Buddha with the result that the Buddhist current 
of thought split up into a number of sub-currents, four of them 
being main among them, Other thinkers —Vedie and Jaina—rose 
to the occasion and indulged in dialectical reasoning to establish 
their own doctrines and defend them against rival attacks. Thus 
dialectical criticism came into vogue and was employed in 
works of logicand philosopby and even other vidyas (sciences) 
for the refutation of the theories of rival schools and the 
establishing of one’s own. 


Dialectical thought in Post-Agamic Jaina Works— Some 
of the outstanding early Jaina philosophers and authors are 
Kundakunda (first century A.D.), Umasvati (believed to be his 
pupil), (—according to some, Kundakunda is much later—), 
Siddhasena Divakara (fifth-sixth century A.D.), Jinabhadra 
(sixth century), Samantabhadra (seventh century A.D.), 
Akalanka (seventh-eighth century), Vidyananda (ninth century), 
Haribhadra (eighth century), Prabhacandra (eleventh century), 
Vadi Devastiri ( eleventh-twelfth century ) and Hemacandra 
(eleventh-twelfth century). We need not go ahead. 

The relative seniority of Kundakunda and Umasvatt 
has not been incontestably decided. But they can be regarded 
as early Jaina writers who have attempted to treat problems 
of Jaina philosophical thought systematically, Kundakunda 
using the Sauraseni Prakrta language and Umasvati Sanskrit. 
Both rely mainly on the teachings of Mahavira and support 
them with the help of reason. Umasvati has given us the sum 
and substance of the Agamic texts in his Tattvarthasatra, He 
has not entered into the field of polemics, though he was 
familiar with the major philosophical currents of the period 
as can be seen from his own commentary on the Tattvartha- 
satra.®* : | 

Kundakundacarya even while deriving and basing his 
views on the teachings of Mahavira, has treated various 
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philosophical problems in the light of contemporary philo- 
sophical doctrines. The Digambaras rejected the authenticity of 
the texts accepted by the Svetambaras as the Agamas, so 
perhaps to supplant them Kundakunda xrote a number of 
works in Prakrta on different topics to satisfy the requirements 
of the Digambaras. In his days the doctrine of Non-dualism 
(whether it be Brahmadvaita or Siinyadvaita or Vijfanaddvaita) — 
was very popular and it was very difficult to defend the 
relative pluralism of the Jainas in its midst. Now, ni$cayanaya 
(true and full or noumenal foint of view) and bhava-niksepa 
(present or phenomenal aspect) were known to the Jaina 
tradition. Resorting to these, Kundakunda presented the 
Jaina philosophy in a new light altogether and showed that 
the self, in its pure unconditioned state, radiates its pristine 
glory through all its wealth of infinite qualities, but in the 
conditioned state its intrinsic glory is dimmed‘on account of 
the meshes of the material environment. Thus also, the 
distinctions of dravya (substance) and parya@ya (mode), dharma 
(quality) and dharmin (substance), part and whole and the 
like melt into unity, This enabled the people of the Jaina 
faith to get the joy of Advaita even in the Jaina school. 
Kundakunda’s description of the soul from the niscaya point 
of view is at par with the description of the Absolute 
Brahman of the Upanisads. Thus he treated Jaina philosophy 
in a newer perspective which would make it appear similar to 
the current Advaitism, though not so in reality (see Samayasara). 

Kundakunda states in his Samayasara, 44ff different 
‘erroneous’ views regarding the soul—viz. some believe the soul 
to be identical with attachment or with karman or with the 
operation of karman or with the result of the intense and 
mild nature of the fruition of karman or believe it to be the 
soul and karman combined together or to be the result of the 
combination of karman—and states the ‘true’ nature of the 
soul. Similarly, in Samayasara, 92 while discussing karmic 
matter transforming itself into the eight-fold karmic forms, 

[-94 
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Kundakunda says that if karmic matter were not to thus trans- 
form itself there would result the non-existence of mundane 
existence (sams@ra), or the Sarhkhya view that souls are eter- 
nally pure would be established (Samayasara, 124). There is 
a similar reference to the Samkhya view according to which 
the souls are inactive (366). He also criticises those who believe 
the soul to be momentary or transient or absolutely unchange- 
able ( 351-352 ). But it can be seen that in all these cases 
Kundakunda is more interested in showing that any one of these 
theories is right from a particular point of view and does not 
give the whole truth, rather than in severely condemning the 
rival views. Jaina dialectical thought is, as a matter of fact, 
a relativistic one, Kundakunda bas also discussed the problem 
of knowledge illuminating others while being se]f-illuminating 
(Niyamasara, 160-170). | 

| The problem of the simultaneity or priority—posteriority 
of darsana (indeterminate awareness) and jm@na (determinate 
Knowledge) in the case of a kevalin (omniscient soul) was 
a controversial one among the Jaina philosopers. In the 
Digambara tradition we do not find any reference to it til] 
Kundakunda who believes in their simultaneity.62 He must 
have newly formulated the doctrine or accepted and Supported 
the doctrine traditionally handed down. The Svetambaras must 
have discussed it from very early times for we find thinkers 
actively discussing this problem in their works. The works of 
Siddhasena (Sanmati-prakarana 2 4-31) and Jinabhadra (Visesana- 
vail, 184-280 and Visesavasyaka-bhasya, 3089 ff) are instances 
in point, Siddhasena (fifth-sixth century) and Jinabhadra (sixth 
century ) seem to have put this doctrine in a logical Set-up. 
Jinabhadra regards the two as kramika, one occurring after the 
other, whereas Siddhasena regards the two as identical in the case 
of a kevalin. The latter first establishes the two as simultaneous 
in order to refute the kramika-vada and then proves that there 
is only one upayoga (conscious attention) in the case of a keyglin 
all whose obstructions have been removed and suggests his 
own way of interpreting Agamic texts so that they do not 
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seem to contradict what is proved by means of reason. Whereas 
Jinabhadra in his works condemns the identity of wupayoga 
and establishes darsana and jmana as kramika, Siddhasena 
refutes the view that they are kramika and establishes their 
identity. We cannot say which of these philosophers was the 
earlier of the two or whether they were contemporaries, but 
it may be noted that all the arguments of the one have not 
been taken note of by the other; some are unnoticed, while 
additional ones are taken note of. This means that there must 
have been other philosophical works in both the traditions, 
upholding the kramavada and the abhedavada, this being 
corroborated by the use of words ‘kecit’ (some) and ‘anye’ 
(others) used by Jinabhadra while stating the views pertaining 
to abhedavada. There must have been much dialectical thought 
exercised on this problem -from very early times. Mallavadin, 
the author of Dv@dasaranayacakra was regarded as_ the best 
tarkika by Hemacandra (anuMallavadinam tarkikah—Siddhahema 
2.2.39). Abhayadeva, the commentator of “Sanmati regards 
Mallavadin as the pioneer of the view of the simultaneity of 
the wpayogas in the case of a kevalin (yugapada-upayogavada), 
and this Mallavadin is said to have commented on the Sanmati 
of ‘Siddhasena. Perhaps they were contemporaries or even 
teacher and disciple. 


A similar discussion occurred in respect of the identity 
or otherwise of guna (quality) and paryaya (mode). Kunda- 
kunda and Umasvati followed the Agamic teaching and when 
defining dravya (substance) as possessed of guna (quality) and 
paryaya (mode ) regarded the two as distinct and gave an 
exposition of them accordingly.®* Siddhasena raised an objec- 
tion against this and proved that guna and paryaya are one 
and that both words convey the idea of only one thing. 
Siddhasena’s arguments were so sound and convincing that 
even Akalanka, a follower of Kundakunda, and YaSovijaya 
had to accept that as a matter of fact a guna has no reality 
distinct from the paryaya, and the distinction is but an idle 
abstraction. It can be seen that Siddhasena was a great original 
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thinker who was not afraid of going against the traditional 
interpretation of the Agamas if it was not supported by logical 
reasoning or if reason established something else. 


We find a similar leap taken by Siddhasena in the field 
of logic He was the first among the Jaina logicians to bring 
Jaina logic in line with the logic of other schools by dividing 
knowledge into pratyaksa (direct) and paroksa (indirect), where 
pratyaksa signified sensuous perception besides the Agamic 
type of perception comprising manah—paryaya (intuition of 
mental modes), avadhi (intuition of all things having shape and 
form) and kevala-jiana (omniscience ).°* Jinabhadra too 
admitted pratyaksa in a two-fold sense— direct perception by the 
soul or the Agamic perception, and samvyavaharika pratyaksa 


Or empirical perception as accepted by the other schools of. 


logic °5 This was accepted by most of the later Jaina logicians 
as this facilitated debates and discussions with philosophers 
and scholars of other schools of thought as the need for it 
arose.®° This also encouraged the growth of dialectical thought. 
Recommending the non-absolutistic point of view Siddhasena 
has shown that the different theories of causation or origination 
(Kala, Svabhava, etc.) are false if one sits tight upon any one 
of them alone; they are right from the non-absolutistic point 
of view as the capacity to produce cannot be denied of any 
one of them ( Sanmati 3.53 ). He states that the views which 
uphold that the soul does not exist, is not eternal, is inactive, is 
not an enjoyer of the fruits of action, there is no emancipation 
for it or that there are no means leading to moksa or emanici- 
pation are erroneous and the views which hold that the soul 
exists, 1S imperishable, is a doer, is an enjoyer, it is emanci- 
pated and there are means leading to emancipation are right 
(3.54-55). This suffices to prove that Siddhasena was a great 
dialectician and an original thinker. 


Jinabhadra has written a number of works of which 
Visesavasyakabhasyaand ViSesanavati-both in Prakrta stanzas 
are useful from our point of view. The Visesavasyakabhasya 
is a commentary on Bhadrabahu’s Niryukti on the first 
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adhyayana (S@mayika-pertaining to the rules of conduct) of 
the AvaSyakasitra, so Jinabhadra has followed the original 
in the treatment of topics. But so skilful is his composition 
that he has interwoven discussions on numerous topics while 
adhering to the thread of the original. In this work, especially 
in the Ganadharavada section of it. Jinabhadra has made 
Indrabhuti and others raise a number of doubts with regard 
to the existence of the soul and karman, whether the soul 
and the body are one, whether the elements exist; with regard 
to the similarity of this world and the other world, whether 
there is anything like bondage and emancipation and_ with 
regard to the reality of gods, hellish beings, good and evil 
(pulya-papa), the other world and nirvana ( emancipation ). 
The parvapaksa is stated and then it is refuted; even in the 
course of refutation doubts, objections and defence on the 
part cf the parvapaksin are anticipated and set aside. Thus 
the dialectical mode offers great opportunities to criticise the 
Lokayatikas, the Svabhavavadins, the Buddhists and the like 


(gathas 1549-2024). 


Jinabhadra’s method is very critical. He tries to explain 
important technical terms from different angles. He anticipates 
objections from the parvapaksin with regard to the smallest 
topic under consideration and tries to convince the parvapaksin 
by means of sound arguments as also by referring to the 
Agamas. In the Ganadharavada an attempt is made to interpret 
the Vedic texts in the light of Jaina docrines so as to bring 
them in line with the Jaina Agamas and assimilate their 
teaching and thus show a respectful attitude towards the Vedic 
Sruti. He cites a number of popular illustrations and parables 
to prove his point.¢? Thus while giving an exposition he 
always keeps in view an audience and even a rival thinker 
holding a different theory and his exposition thus becomes 
dialectical in character. Jinabhadra attached much importance 
and authority to the Agamas, so in his Visesanavati he has 
tried to resolve all apparent inconsistencies in them. He has 
attempted to show that the mutually conflicting statements 
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only appear to be so; as a matter of fact they have different. 


approaches in view according to what is meant to be conveyed. 
He has also refuted certain views of Jaina thinkers which were 
not in accordance with the teachirg of the Agamas, as for 
instance, the view of those who maintain the simultaneity or 
oneness of the upayogas of dargana and jiidna in the case of 
a kevalin and has tried to support or strengthen the Agamic 
view (viz. kramika upayoga: see gathas 153-249). Jinabhadra 
holds that reason can only support or corroborate the Agamic 
teaching but never contradict it ( gathas 249, 274, etc. ). 
Siddhasena on the other hard has demarcated the range of 
reason and of Agama in his Sanmatitarka 3.43-45 and _ thus 
averted occasions of conflict between them. The difference 
between the approaches of Siddhasena and Jinabhadra 1s 
evident though both were great thinkers and dialecticians in 
their own way. 


The depth which Indian philosophy attained within a 
span of two to four centuries and the development of the 
jogical and philosophical discipline in the Jaina tradition 

account for the difference in the style and method of treatment 
of Kundakunda and Umiasvati on the one hand and Siddha- 
sena, Jinabhadra and Samantabhadra on the other. With 
the latter it became almost a fixed pattern to give a logical 
and systematic statement of one’s own doctrines and strengthen 
and corroborate it by arguing out a case against rival views. 
By the time of Samantabhadra, dialectical criticism became 
current in philosophical writings. In the Apfa-Mimamsa, 
Samantabhadra gives reasons why the Jina is an Apta (autho- 
rity) as against others whose statements and nature bear. no 
sign of their being @pta. The Mimamsakas regarded the Veda 
as authoritative because it is beginningless and not composed 
by any person. The Nyaya—VaiSesika and others believe that 
the Veda is created by the Supreme Person—— omniscient 
God—and therefore it is authoritative. The third view was that 


any scriptural text should be regarded as authoritative if it- 


came from an a@pta—a personas authoritative as God—Kapila, 
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Buddha, Mahavira and the like. We do not know who was 
Originally responsible for this view, but we Can say with 
confidence that the greatest contribution and support to this view 
came from the followers of Buddha and MahAavira. Sanmati 
of Siddhasena and Apta-mimiinsa of Samantabhadra have 
been specially composed to clarify and demonstrate the nature 
and teachings of such an omniscient apta. While giving this 
exposition, Samantabhadra always has in view an opponent 
who holds a brief for someone else whom he considers to be 
an @pta or who does not recognise any @pta. In the course 
of this discussion, Samantabhadra refutes the views dogma- 
tically upholding non-duality, duality or plurality (24ff), absolute 
eternity or momentariness (37ff), consciousness alone as 
ultimately real, or external objects alone as real (79ff) and 
the like extreme views in order to show the importance and 
superiority of Anekantavada or the non-absolutistic standpoint. 
The Apta-Miminsa. of -Samantabhadra- js thus dialectical 
in character and this-has been fully brought out by Akalanka 
and Vidyananda in their Asiagati and Asiasahasrz respectively. 


Akalanka has written a number of works—Asijasati 
Nyayaviniscaya, Siddhivini§caya, etc. in which he has precisely 
formulated and established Jaina logic by Criticising the 
definitions of pramanas, etc. given by logicians of other schools 
and also by assimilating acceptable elements of those schools. 
Akalanka is well known for his criticism of Dharmakirtj 
besides others, and refutation of his theories.¢8 Vidyananda 


carried on this task in his works which bear witness to his: 


great scholarship and rational outlook. He was a worthy 
commentator of Akalanka and elucidated'a number of points 
in the lightof other schools of thought. We may here mention 
by the way that the subject which benefited most as a result 


of dialectical criticism was logic, in which great development. 


is noticed in the period between the fourth century (after 
Vasubandhu, Vatsyayana and even Dinnaga) and tenth century 
(PraSastapada; Dharmakirti, Dharmottara; Kumarila; Uddyota- 
kara, Vacaspati, Udayana, Jayanta, Bhasarvajna: Siddbasena, 
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Akalanka, Vidyananda and others).°* This helped the develop- 
ment of dialectical thought in philosophical literature. Gradually 
it became a practice with Jaina wiiters to refute rival views 
while giving an exposition of their logic and philosophy. We 
find this fully illustrated in the works of Vidyananda, Hari- 
bhadra, Piijyapada, Abhayadeva, Prabhacandra, Vadi Devastrl 
and Hemacandra, to mention but a few, some of whose works 
(eg. Syadvadaratnakara of Vadi Devastri, a commentary on 
his own Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankara; Abhayadevasirl’s 
commentary Tattvabodhavidhayini on Siddhasena’s Sanmati- 
tarka and Prabhacandra’s commentary Nyayakumudacandra 
on Akalanka’s Laghiygstraya) have assumed an encyclopaedic 
character from the point of view of both volume and content. 
In these works the opponent’s view is analysed by putting 
forth all possible alternative interpretations of it, and then 
all these are repudiated and thus the hollowness of the view 
is exposed. The influence of the dialectical mode of the 
Madhyamikas and of Jayarasi Bhatta is quite evident here. 
We need not proceed further. The practice of dialectical 
criticism can be said to have come into vogue in Jaina 
philosophical literature with Siddhasena and Jinabhadra, 


markedly the latter, though Kundakunda indulged in occasional » 


refutation, especially of the extreme views in respect of certain 
problems. The task before Siddhasena and Jinabhadra was 
to give a rational interpretation of the Jaina Agamas and 
to defend Jaina tenets against adverse criticism as also to 
criticise the views of other schools and establish the doctrines 
of the Jaina school of thought. Later thinkers and writers 
carried this task. ahead to the benefit of all the parties 
involved in the controversies and of dialectical criticism. 
Siddhasena criticises only broad points of rival thought when- 
ever necessary but there is hardly any attempt to go into the 
niceties of refutation and to explain away likely objections against 
minor points. This is true of Samantabhadra also None 
of these gives as fine and detailed a critique as Dharmakirti or 
Kumiarila or Uddyotakara, Probably it was not necessary for them 








Growth of Dialectical Criticism... - 751 


to do so, though the element of criticism present in their 
works is brought out by their commentators. However, 
Jinabhadra showed great acumen -in dialectical criticism. That 
his gathas are in Prakrit redound to his credit as the precise 
philosophical style had not developed in Prakrit .xcept in the 
rare case of Kundakunda. Jinabhadra can be said to be the 
first real Jaina ‘mal/a’ in the arena of dialectics. So systematic 
and pointed are his arguments that all later dialecticians like 
Haribhadra, and even YaSovijaya (seventeeth century), who 
was an extraordinary student of Navya Nyaya, utilise them, the 
‘latter fashioning them in the dialectical mode of the Navya 
Naiyayikas. This gave a great impetus to all later Jaina 
dialecticians whose writings are at par with those of the 
Brahmanical and the Buddhist dialecticians with this added 
qualification that the Jaina writers state the _parvapaksa at 
great length and very faithfully too, mostly even using the very 
words of the great- writers they are attempting to criticise, so 
that it is at times possible to obtain many pages of lost 
works, expecially of the Buddhist writers. For instance, Muni 
Sri Jambtvijayaji has thrown considerable light on the 
history of the Vaisesika system and Buddhist logic with the 
help of references from the Dva@dasaranayacakra of Acarya 
Mallavadin Ksamasramani which he has _ edited.?° Other 
examples of such commentaries are the Tattvabodhavidhayini of 
Abhayadeva on Sanmati, Nyayakumudacandra of Prabhacandra, 
the Syadvadaratnakara of Vadi Devasitiri and even the 
Astasahasri of Vidyananda. 


After about the tenth century and notably after Gangesa 
Upadhyaya (thirteenth century) a novel technique was intro- 
duced in dialectical criticism. Definitions came to be examined 
by anticipating all possible objections based on. vagueness 
or lack of precision in expression leading to the faults 
of the definition being too wide or two narrow and the like. 
The Navya—Naiyayikas were mainly responsible for this 
methodology, and the adherents of all the schools of thought 

I-95 | 
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later employed the technique of the Navya Naiyayikas, 
so it is necessary to examine in a somewhat detailed manner 
the methodology of Navya—Nyaya. 


ee 


NOTES 


1 See Gayatri Akhyayikg, Tandycwchatitl mano, 8.4. Ait. Br, 3.3.25 ff; 
~~ Ait. Br. 3.1.9 where terms like praisa, puroruk, vedi, nivid, graha are 
explained. 


2 Ahiyata Kalyanah, anrtarm hi so’vadit, sa esa gvitrah.-Tandyamaha- 
_ brahmana, 12.11; yasmat so’nrtarh vitatharn avadat tasmad ahiyata, 
_ sa eso’satyavadi gvitrah gvetakusthi disyate,—Sayana’s comm, on the 
~~ above. 


3 Te. deva abruvan esa vava pita yo mantrakrd itii— Tandyamaha- 
brahmana, S83. 


4 Ardho tava esa a{maro jaj jaya, tasmad yuVaj jayam na vindate 
‘naiva tavat prajayate’sarvo hi tavad bhavaty atha yadaiva jayam 
vindate’ tha prajayate tarhi sa sarvo bhavati.—Sata. Br. 5.2.1.10. 


5 Sa va esa na kadacanastam eti nodeti, tarn yad astam etiti manyante’- 
--. hna eva tadantam itva’tha’’tmanam viparyasyate ratrijm eva’vastat 
kurute’hah parastat, atha yad enam pratar udetiti manyante ratrer 
<-€va tadantam itva'tha’tmanam viparyasyatehar eva’vastat kurute 


- , Yatrtim parastat, sa va esa na kadacana nimrocati.—Ait. Br. 3.4.44. 


6 We find different views on the same point referred to in the Ait. Br. 

_ 3.5.47 (in-connection with the devika oblations). In Ait. Br. TA.25 a 

". question is raised as-to how the’ initiation (diksa) which in the case of a 

Brahmana is announced by the formula ‘Ihe Brahmana is initiated’, 
should be promulgated in the case of the sacrificer being a ksatriya. 


7 See A.B. Dhruva’s Paper on ‘Trividham Anumanam’-—First All India 
Oriental Conference, 1919, Poona. 

8 Beh. Up. 3.8; 2.1; 4.1-3; Ch. Up. 5,6,7, etc. 

9. See also 7sa, 4; Kena Up. 1.3 ff; 2.1 ff, Katha Up. 2.3.12, etc. 


10.. See the dialogue of Buddha and Upali on the question whether the 
.. sins of the mind are the heaviest as Buddha teaches, or the sins of 
_, the body as the Nigantha Nataputia. 


11] See Vasettha Sutta, Sonadanda Sutta (Digha Nikaya). 
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12 See ‘The Central Philosophy of Buddhism’, pp. 47 ff. T.R.V. Murti. 
13 Compare Kasjbharadvaja Sutta in the Suttg Pitaka where Kasibharadvaja 
reproaches Buddha with idleness. This shows that even in those days people 
were alert as to the hypocrisy Prevailing amongst certain mendicants. 

I4 Vide Brahmajalasutta etc.: Sutrak rtanga 1.12: 2.1. ete. 

IS See Lokayatam, Dictionary of the Pali Language-R.C. Childers This is 
Significant especially as an interpretation of Lokayata. The Lokayatikas 
were reputed as extreme rationalists and this also accounts for Jayarasi 
being an adherent of the Lokayata school, though he does not recognise 
any of the elements generally accepted by Lokayatikas or Carvakas. A 
section of them were extremely sceptical in their views. 

16 See Samafqaphala Sutta, 21: Brahmajala Sutta, 65 (Digha-Nikaya), 

17 Brahmajala Sutta, 65 (Digha Nikaya, 1), 

18 In a dialogue between King Pasenadi and the nun Khemg (in the. 
Samyutta Nikaya). the king puts his questions about the existence or 
the non-existence of the Tathagata after death in the same formulas 
as Sanjaya is made to employ in the Samannaphala Sutta. 

19 Jaina Sutras, Part Ul, Introduction, P-Xxviii-Jacobi--SBE Vol. XLV. 

20 Jaina Sutras, Part I], Introduction, P. Xxvii-SBE Vol. XLV. 

21 Bhandarkar, Report for 1883-4. pp. 95 ff as cited in Jaina Sutras, 
Part If, Introduction, p. xxviii, SBE Vo]. XLV. 

22 Hermann Jacobi has discussed at length the influence of Makkhali 
Gosala on the religious and philosophical views of Mahavira ard the 
moral code he faid down, especially where he differed from Paréva. 
See Jaina Sutras, Part II, Introduction, Pp. xxix ff-SBE vol. XLV. 

23 See ‘The Great Epic of India, Ch. 3, Pp. 83-190—E. Ww. Hopkins, 1920; 
also Ramayana, Ayodhyakanda, 108 for Caryaka arguments, 

24 Asvamedhika Parva, 48 refers to a number of views that were prevalent 


25 


_in that period. The people were consequently almost perplexed as to 


the right view to be adopted. Hence the need for teachings like those 
of the Bhugavad Gita and the like, especially to strengthen the Vedic faith. 
Evam vyutthapite dharme bahudha vipradhavati; 

nigcayam nadhigacchamah sammudhah surasattama. 14.48.25. 


Bhavanti suduravarta hetumanto’pi panditgh; 

drdhaptirve smyta miidha naitad astiti vaainah, 

amrtasyavamantaro vaktaro jana-sathsadi; 

caranti vasudham kytsnam vavadakah bahugrutah, > a 
-MBH, Santiparva 19.23-24, 
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‘Tatropanisadamh tata parigesarh tu parthiva; 

mathnami manasq tata drstva ca’’nviksikirn param.’ 

—MBH as quoted by Vigvanatha in his Nyaya-vrtti, 1.1.1. 
Cittantaradrsye buddhi-buddher atiprasangah smrtisankarag ca.— 
Yoga-siutra 4.21. It may be noted that the Buddhist citfa is sentient, 
whereas the buddhi of Samkhya-Yoga is insentient, and hence there is 


the need for an additional purusa sennent principle) in the latter. This 


28 


29 


30 


has been lost sight of here. 


For details: see Paurvamimamsa Siatra 2.1.46-49 and Sabara-bhasya on 


it: also Translation by Ganganatha Jha (GOS). 


The following acaryas are mentioned in the Brahma-sutra :— Atreya 
(3.4.44); Agmarathya (1.2.29, 1.4.20); Audulomi (1.4.21; 3.4.45; 4.4.6); 


-Karsngajini (3.1.9); Kagakrtsna (1.4.22), Jaimini (1.2.28,31); Badari 


(1.2.20); Badarayana (1.3.26,33). 
The siitra ‘Na, pradipa-prakasa—siddhivat tat-siddheh’. (2.1.19) is a bit 


_ confusing. It seems to mean that the pramanas are. self- luminous. 


31 


32 


Perhaps this was the original view which was later given up when 
problems regarding svatah-pramanya (intrinsic validity) and paratah 


_ pramanya (extrinsic validity) came up for discussion and were decided 


in favour of paratah-pramanya in the Nyaya-Vdisesika school as against 
svatah pramanya accepted by the Mimamsa and other schools. 


‘Kvacin nivrttidarganad anivyttidarganac ca kvacid anekantah’ is found as 
sui. 20 (2.1.20) in certain editions. 


It is surprising that the Nyaya-suira refutes this view when the Nyaya 
school itself resards God as the creator of the world. Does this mean 
that there was no. place for God originally in the Nyaya system ? The 


' »_ commentators have tried to justify this refutation in different ways—God 


is not the constituent cause (samavayi- -karana) of the world; God does 


not create the world independently of the karman of living beings . 


" and so on. 


33 


34 


35 


-namadheyena padarthamatrasya bhidhanam uddegah, 


Trividha ca’sya gastrasya pravyttih—-uddeso laksanam pariksa ceti. tatra 


| tatroddistasya 
tattva-vyavacchedako dharmo laksanam; laksitasya yatha laksanam 


upapadyate na veti pramanair avadharanam pariksa.—NB, Introductory 
to NS. 1.1.3. 


Duhkhatrayabhighataj jijaasa tad-apaghatake hetau; 3 
drste sa’partha cea naikantatyantato’bhavat. —SK, |. 


Uhah sabdo’dhyayanam duhkha-vighatas trayah suhrt—praptih; 
danam ca siddhayo’siau siddheh pirvo’nkusgas trividhah.—SK, 5). 


— 
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36 


38 


39 


40 


Visayas cadhikari ca sambandhas ca prayojanam ; 
vinanubandham granthadau mangalam na pragasyate./ 


Pratijna-vakye padayoh pratijia-hetvos ca vyaghatad ayuktam, anekasya — 
gesata sarva-Sabdasya'rtho bhava—pratisedhag ca’bhavagabdasya rthah, 
purvati sopakhyam uttararmh nirupakhyam, tatra samupakhyayamanam 
katham nirupakhyam abhavah syad iti. na jatv abhavo nirupakhyo’— 
nekhataya’gesataya gakyah pratijiatum iti. sarvam etad abhava iti 
cet, yad idam sarvam iti manyase tadabhava iti? evam cet anivytto 
vyaghatah, anekam agseSam_ ceti nabhavapratyayena_ gakyam bhavitum, 
asti cayam pratyayah sarvam iti, tasman nabhava iti. pratijna—hetvog 
ca vyaghatah. sarvam abhava iti bhava—pratisedhah pratijna, bhavesu 
itaretarabhavasiddher iti Letuh, bhavesv itaretargbhavam anujhaya’’- 
sritya cetaretarabhavasiddhya sarvam abhava ity ucyate yadi sarvam 
abhavo bhavesv itaretarabhava-siddher iti nopapadyate. atha bhavesv 
itaretarabhava-siddhih, sarvam abhava iti nopapadyate.-NB. 4.1.37 


Of Kumarila,. Stcherbatsky writes in his Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, p.-51: 
‘‘The chief work of Kumarila, the Slokavarttika is an enormous compo- 
sition of about 3500 stanzas entirely filled with a polemic against 
Buddhism. The information to be gathered from this work about the 
teachings of Buddhist logicians is, however, scanty and very often 
unclear. The author is an ardent controversialist and cares much more 
for brilliant repartees and witty retorts than for impartial quotation 
of his enemy’s opinions. His commentator Parthasarathi Misra .very 
often fills up the gaps. He is also theauthor of an independent treatise, 
Sastradipika devoted mainly to the refutation of Buddhism.” 


This is true to some extent of Uddyotakara and even the great 
Sankaracarya, but this probably reflects the urgency of the time to 
defend the Brahmanical faith and philosophy and to stem the tide of 
the popularity and superior intellectual attacks of the Buddhists. © 
This polemical upsurge was, it seems, very powerful in the southern 
part of India. 


See Lankavatara Sitra, Ch. 2, 7 (Kyoto, Otani University Press, 1956); 


also Translation by D. T. Suzuki (George Routledge and Sons, London, 
1932), | | 


Lankavatara Sitra, Ch. 2, p. 87ff. In the Vaisesika Sutra we have 
an argument that air, space, etc. must be real entities, because we 
have names for these. The Visesavasyaka Bhasya contends that words 
which are not compounded and which can be grammatically explaincd 
invariably denote a real entity (see Visesavasyakabhasya, Ganadharavada, 
Ga, 1575). ah Poh Bite ag. || * : 
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Lankavatara Sutra, Ch. 2, p. 111, 

Tathagata arhantah samyak-sambuddhah uttrasapada-—vivarjanartham 
sattvangm na vyakurvanti, avyakrtany api ca Mahamate tirthakaradrsti- 
vadavyudasartham nopadigyante tathagataih. tirthakara hi Mahamate evam 
vadino yad uta sa jivas tac charjram anyo jivo’nyac chariraimn ity evamadye’— 
vyakrtavadah, tirthakarajam hi Mahamate kdrana- -visammupdhanam 


avyakrtam na tu mat- pravacane, mat-pravacane tu Mahamate grahya 


| grahaka—visamyukte vikalpo na pravartate, tesqam kathar sthapyam 


43 


44 


45 


46 
47 
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SI 


52 


53 


bhavet. ye tu Mahamate grahya-grahakabhinivisiah svacittadrsyamatra’- 


navadharitamatayas tesam sthapyam bhavati. caturyidha—padapragna— 


vyakaranena Mahamate tathagatq arhantah samyak-sambuddhah sattve- 


. bhyo dharmam desayanti. sthapaniyam iti Mahamate kalantaradeganaisa 
maya kyta’paripakvendriyangm na tu paripakvendriyanam sthapyam 


bhavati.—Lankavatara Sitra, Ch. 2, pp. 114-115 
Caturvidharh vyakaranam ekarhgam pariprechanam: 
vibhajyam sthapaniyam ca tirthavadanivaranam. 
sadasator hy anutpadah Samkhya—Vaigesikaih smrtah; 
avyakytani Sarvani tair eva hi prakasgita. 

buddhya vivecyamananam svabhqvo na’vadharyate: 


tasmad anabhilapyas te nihsvabhavas ca degitah. 
-—-Lankavatara Sutra, p. 116 (vy. 173-175). 


See Lankavatara Stitra, pp. 173 ff. 


Ibid., pp. 185-186 


Ibid, pp. 204ff. 


Jalpa-prapaficabhirata hi balas tattve na kurvanti matim vigglam : 
Jalpo hi traidhatukadubkhayonis tattvarn ht duhkhasya vinagahetuh. 
| —Ibid, p. 186 (v. 73). 


MK,,.seventh chapter. 
Catuhsataka 8.7. 


Sad asat sadasac ceti sadasan neti ca kramah; | | 
esa prayojyo vidvadbhir ekatvadisu nityagah. —Jbid, 14.21 


Pratitya sambhavo yasya sa svatantro na jayate : : 
na svatantram idarm sarvath svayam tena na vidyate .—Jbid. 14.32, 


Sad asat sadasac ceti yasya pakso na vidyate ; 
upalambhag cirenapi tasya vaktum na gakyate. —-Jbid, 15 25. 


See Appendix 7, Vaisesika Sutra of Kanada with the Commentary of 
Candrananda—Muni Sri Jambuvijayaji-GOS 196]. 
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For details see Buddhist Logic, Vol: 1, pp. 327+340—Th, Stcherbatsky. — 


Abhidharmadipa with VibhasaprabhayrttiIntroduction, p. 71—?. §. Jaini 


CK. P. Jayaswal Research Institute, Patna, 1959). 


See Abhidharmadipa, pp. 81-83, text and footnotes; also Introduction, 
Pp. 83 ff, : : eat F 


I could examine only Abhidharmakosa edited by Rahula Sankrtyayana 
and Abhidharmakosavyakhya of Yagomitra 1-3, edited by Narendra 
Nath Law. Prof. Jaini’s introduction and foot-notes have been yery 


helpful in writing this brief account as he has consulted the press copy 


of the A bhidharmakosabhias ya of Vasubandhu edited by Prof. Prahlad 
Pradhan and has noted the places where Vimalamitra has condemned 
Vasubandhu for the Sautrantika and even Mahayana leanings shown 
by him in his Bhasya. Prof. Jaini has also written a section on 
‘Some Major Controversies between the Kogakgra and the Dipakara’ 
(Introduction, pp. 69ff). 7 


See Introduction, Pp. xv ff to Atthasalini—P, Vv. Bapat and R. D. 
Vadekar (Bhandarkar Oriental Series, 1942), 


See the controversy pertaining to Kathavatthu (1.5.9), Abhidhamma 


(1.70 ff), jarate and aniccata (4.114 ff): middhassa ruparupakatha 
(S.80ff ). 


Tava vade solasa saccani apajjanti, tvam buddhehi pi adittham passasi, 
bahusaccako nama tvam.—Atthasalini, 3.531. ‘Gaccha vighasado hutva 
Jivissassiti. —Jbid,, Lee 


Asadabhidhanam anytam.—Tuttvarthasiitra 7 14; asad iti sadbhava- 
pratisedho’rthantarari garha ca. tatra sadbhavapratisedho nama _ bhita- 
nihnavah abhtitodbhavanam ca; tad yatha nasty atma nasti paraloka 
ityadih bhiitanihnavah; syamaka-tandulamatro’yam atma, angustha— 
parvamatro’yam atma, adityavarnah, niskriya ity evamady abhitod- 
bhavanam. arthantaram yo gam bravity agvam agvarm ca gaur iti. garheti 
hirhsa—parusya—paigunyadiyuktarm vacah satyam api garhitam eva 
bhavatitiicCommentary. ; 


See Pravacanasara 1.51: Niyamasara, 159, 
See Paficastikaya, 10; Tattyarthasitra 5.38. 


See NyA, 4 ff. 
See ViB, 95. 
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For details see Pramana- _Mimansa, Notes(in Hindi), p. 19 ff-Pt. Sukhlal 
Sanghavi and Nyayavatara— Varttika-Vrtti, Introduction, pp. 144- 145—Pt. 


-Dalsukh Malavania. 


See ViB, Gathas 1145 ff; 1425ff, 


See Dharmakirti and Akalanka—A Criticism of the Former by the Latter 
—N. J. Shah (L. D. Institute of Indology, Ahmedabad). 


For details see Pramana—Mimamnsa, Notes (in Hindi) pp. Sff, LIff, 1éff, 
19ff, 50ff etc.—Pt. Sukhlal Sanghavi. 


See Appendix 6, Vaisesika Sutra of Kanada with the commentary of 
Candrananda (GOS, 1961). 
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CHAPTER 16 


METHODOLOGY OF NAVYA-NYAYA 


In the history of the development of the Nydya system, 
three stages are discernible. The first comprises the Bhasya 
of Vatsyayana, the Varttika of Uddyotakara and the Tatparya- 
ka of Vacaspati besides the works of Bhdsarvajia and 
Jayanta. Udayanacarya who wrote the. Parisuddhi on the 
Tatparyatika of Vacaspati Misra forms so to say a link 
between the ‘Pracina’ (old) Nyaya and the later developments. 
The second can be said to be the stage when an attempt was 


made to evolve a syncretic philosophy out of the tenets of — 


the Nyaya and the VaiSesika schools. Sivaditya, Bhasarvajnia 
and even Udayana can be said to be the pioneers of syn- 
cretism. The third stage culminating in the Navya—Nydya has 
its main Inspiration from GangeSa (thirteenth century) though 
Udayana also can be looked upon as one of the early 
harbingers of the new school of Nyaya. These are not three 
clear-cut divisions of the history of the Nydya system. One 
roughly overlaps on the other and even extends far into it. Or, 
one may say that there was the stage of the propounding and 
the dialectical examination and evenadvancement within the 
precincts of the system itself, and the other was the stage 
when the Nyaya system received a thorough re-examination 


from all the then-conceivable points of view and it was 


attempted to carefully syncretise it with the Vaisesika system 


and to bring precision and subtlety to the definitions and 


assertions of the Nyaya school as also mainly concentrate on 
epistemological problems. | 
Udayana (tenth century), as said above, can be looked 


upon as the pioneer of the new school of Nyaya, and Gangesa > 


(thirteenth century) Is very much indebted to him. But, as 
Prof. Satkari Mookerjee says, ‘‘ The greatest achievement of 
I-96 
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GangeSa consists in the marshalling of the arguments of all 
previous writers in his work with an accuracy and ingenuity 
which evoke spontaneous admiration’. GangeSa’s main contri- 
bution consists in a newness of style and an originality in 
method. He is far more precise and careful in defining his 
terms than his predecessors, and although the Navya-Naiyayikas 
have continued to improve their techniques almost down to 
the present times, the boundaries of their subject-matter are 
set by the Tattvacintamani of Gangesa and by the commen- 
taries of his son Vardhamana. Some new ground was broken 
by Ragnunatha Siromani (1475-1550 A.D.), an original thinker 
of the Navya—Nyaya school, who revolutionised the concept 
of the ontological categories of the Nyaya school. It may 
however be observed that between the time of Udayana and 
that of GangeSa there were a number of logicians who were 
concerned with giving, in a novel and precise fashion, 
definitions, especially those of vyapzi (invariable concomitance) 
as can be seen from the definitions of vy@pti that have been 
critically examined and rejected by GangeSa. Their efforts 
paved the way to the New Logic and it was in this period, 
as seen above, that the Mahdavidya syllogisms came to be 
invented, propounded and criticised. 


Those notushered into the inner recesses of Navya—Ny aya 
complain of the undue waste of skill and ingenuity on the 
elaborate structure of definitions and the attention devoted 
to the consideration of linguistic problems. Though verbal 
accuracy’ may seem to some to have been pushed too far 
when the definitions seem to be more of the nature of a 
mathematical formula, yet the resultson the whole have proved 
to be wholesome. “The room for misunderstanding due to 
careless expression has been narrowed down to the minimum 
extent and a course of discipline in Nyaya is a sure propae- 
deutic for philosophical accuracy.’? It is not surprising there- 
fore that the scholarship of a student of the philosophy of 
any school of thought was looked at askance unless he produced 
proof of his agqguaintance with Navya-Nyaya methods. As 
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the importance of precise definitions is being realised in Modern 
Furopean philosopy owing to the attacks of the Neo-Realists 
of Europe and America, the Navya-Nyaya method is coming 
to be more and more appreciated by modern scholars. The 
Navya-Nyaya invented a wonderful complex system of- what 
. Prof. Ingalls calls ‘clichés’ by which it expresses a great deal that 
we could never think of expressing without symbols.2 These 
cliches are of great value as logical instruments of the language 
of intellectual discourse. It is true that the Style of the later 
Navya-Nalyayikas is as formidable as one could imagine. 
Jagadisa and Gadadhara (seventeenth century) formulate their 
system almost entirely by means of technical terms and their 
sentences contain !ong compounds, one such cOmpound even 
extending over a full page of writing. But even here we must 
appreciate the Navya-Naiyayika’s groping for a methodology 
which would lead to greater clarity, lack of ambiguity, accuracy 
and consistency. The Navya- Naiyayika does not want toteave 
any loop—hole in his definitions which would on that account 
be liable to be misunderstood or deliberately misinterpreted 
and become subject to criticism. If it is true that the establishing 
of knowables or categories rests on correct and proper 
definitions (cf. ‘ sallaksana-nibandhana prameya-vyavasthitih’) 
then one cannot find fault with the Navya—Naiyayika for 
concentrating on the preciseness of his definitions. | 


In order to understand the technique of Navya—Nyaya, 
we shall initially consider briefly how the definitions of early 
Nyaya writers were likely to be vague and to be wrongly 
interpreted and found fault with, and consider how Neo-logic 
tried to rectify and strengthen these definitions and consequently 
their position. | | 

Navya-Nyaya, in order to bring precision to its definition 
and to the expression of the relation between the sddhya 
(probandum) and the hetw (probans) in an inference has attempt- 
ed to specify its terms and relations by devising a technical 
terminology for the purpose An entity, for instance, becomes a 
sadhya or a hetu by being connected with other entities, and it is 
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neceessary to specify these connections. The knowledge that a 
sadhya stands in the relation of contact(samyoga) is quite different 
from the knowledge that the sadhya stands in the relation of 
inherence (samavaya). The sadhya fire may be in the relation 
of contact (samyoga) with a mountain or kitchen, but it is not 
connected with these by the relation of inherence (samavaya). 
(Samyoga-sambandhena yvahniman parvatah. na tu samavaya- 
sambandhena, or parvatah samyogatvavacchinna-sambandhena 
vahniman, na tu samavayatvavachhinna-sambandhena), The 
connection is not any connection, it is a particular one--of the 
type of samyaga (contact) in the present case, and not any other. 
It is therefore said to be limited or determined (avacchinna) — 
by the avacchedaka ( limitor or determinant ) samyogatva 
(contactness). This may also be expressed by saying ‘Vahniman 
dhiimad ity atra dhiima-nistha-hetuiayah samyoga-sambandha- | 
vacchinnatvam’ (the hetuta in smoke is limited by contact) or | 
‘dhimah samyoga-sambandhenaiva vahnivyapyah’ (smoke 1s 

pervaded by fire by the relation of contact only), Hence the 
statement ‘Purvato vahniman dhimat (Mountain passesses fire | 
because it possesses smoke) is an ambiguous expression of 

an inference where smoke is /retu and fire is sadhya. If ‘It 
possesses smoke’ is interpreted to mean ‘It possesses smoke by 
inherence ’, the inference will be false for smoke resides by 
inherence only in atoms of smoke, and these are not joci of 

fire. The inference will be correct only if ‘It possesses smoke’ 

means ‘It possesses smoke by contact’. The relation has 
therefore to be specified as above. In the same way, the sadhyata ; 
in fire, if the inference is to be valid, must be determined by 

contact (‘ vahni-nistha-sadhyatayah samyoga—sambandha- 
vacchinnatvam’ or ‘vahnih samyoga-sambandhena dhima-vyapakalt 
Therefore, when vyapti (invariable concomitance) is defined 

as ‘sadhyavad-anyasminnasambandhah’, ‘absence of relation 

(of the hetu, reason) with anything other than what has the 

thing to be inferred’, the absence of the fetu in objects other 

than those having the thing to beinferred is to be understood 

in respect of the relation that the hetu bears to the subject 
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(paksa), e.g. contact in the case of smoke as residing in 
mountain and leading to the Inference of fire Hence though 
smoke is present by the relation of inherence in its parts, 
which are objects other than those having the thing to be 
inferred (viz fire), the definition is not faulty, because smoke 
is not present there by the relation of samyoga, but by the 
relation of samavaya.® 

Specific relations are important, as seen above, in the 
expression of vyapti and anumana. They are also important 
in speaking of superstratum (ddheya) and substratum (a@dhara). 
Thus when a jar is in contact with ground or when a jar 
inheres in iis halves (kap@la), it can be said that an adhevata 
(superstratumness) limited by ghatatva (jarness) resides in jar 
(ghajanisthadheyatayah ghatatvavacchinnatvam. But there is 
nevertheless a difference between the two a@dheyatas. There 
resides in the first case, in jar an @dheyata limited by cortact 
and jarness, and in the second an @dheyaia limited by inherence 
and jarness (ghatanisthadheyatayah samyogavachinna-ghatatva- 
vacchinnatvam; - ghaianisithadheyatayah samavayavacchinna— 
ghalatvavacchinnatvam) As a general principle it may be said 
that “a relational abstract residing in an entity may always 
be termed limited by the specific relation in which that entity 
as a locus of the said abstract occurs’’* | 

An abstract determinantness or Jimitorness (avacchedakata) 
can also be conceived, and the avacchedakat@ will also be 
detzrmined. For example, in the inference ‘It possesses fire. 
because it possesses smoke’, the avacchedaka of the sadhyata 
in fire is fireness, ard there resides in-this fireness an 
avacchedakata itself determined by firenessness and inherence 
(yahnitvasya vahni-nistha-sadnyatavacchedakata, vahnitvanis tha- 
vacchedakatayas ca samavaya-sambanadhavacchinna-vahnitatya- 
vacchinnatvam). | ) 

This method of specifing relations by avacchedakas has 
proved very useful to the Navya—Naiyayikas in bringing 
precision to definitions and the statement of inferences. Another 
such device is that of expressing by means of the technical 


Oe ee 
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terms niriipita (described) and niripaka (describer). To take 
an instance, if we speak of a thing being a locus, this is vague 
unless it is specified of what other thing it is the locus; in 
the technical language of Navya-Nyaya, the locusness has to 
be described by the superstratum, The Navya—Naiyayika would 
analyse the situation ‘A mountain is the locus of fire’ by 
saying ‘ The locusness resident in mountain is described by 
hre ‘ ( parvatanisthadhikaranata sa vahni-niraipita ). He may also 
say that the locusness in described by fireness (vahnitva— 
nirnpita). Fire or fireness may here be called the describer 
(nirtpaka) of the locusness in mountain. [The abstract (e.g. 
fireness) is used in place of the simple (e.g. fire) generally, 
in order to refer to several instances, For instance, where 
mountain, kitchen, quadrangular place are each a locus of a 
different fire, the locusness of all three would be said to be 
described by fireness rather than bya fire.) The above. 
mentioned situation can also be analysed by saving that the 
locusness in mountain is described by the superstratumness 
in fire ( parvatanisihadhikaranata sa vahninis thadheyata- 
nirapita ) for wherever a locusness (adhikaranata) appears in 
Knowledge, a superstratumness (adheyata) is implied. Or if 
the same situation is differently expressed as ‘Fire is a super- 
Stratum of mountain’, it can be analysed as ‘The superstratumness 
in fire is described by the locusness in mountain’ (vahninisiha- 
dheyata sa Parvata-nisthadhikaranata-nirapita). Most properties 
that abstract a relation between two terms have a companion 
abstract with which they are mutually dependent, Examples of such 
mutually dependent pairs are visesyata (qualificandness) and viSse- 
Sanata(qualifierness) karanata(causeness) and karyata(effect ness), 
visayua (knowledgeness, subjectness) and visayaia (contentness, 
objectness), laksanata (characteristicness) and laksyata@ (charac- 
terisedness), For instance, when earth is defined as possessed 
of smell ( prthvi gandhavati), we can say prthvinis tha-laksyata 
gandhanistha laksanataniraipita or gandha-nistha-laksanata 
prthvinistha-laksyata-nirn pita. These can be further analysed 
as ‘prthvinistha sa prthvityavacchedena gandhanistha—-laksanata- 
niriipita-laksyata’ and ‘gandhanistha sa gandhatvavacchedena 








sessile Pay 
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Prthvinistha-laksy.ata-nirn pita-laksanata, or ‘prthvitvam gandha- 
nistha-laksanaia-nirapita—laks yatavacchedakam’ and ‘gandha- 
tvam prthvinistha-laksyata-niriipita-laksanatavacchedakam’, 
It may be noted that ‘described by’ expresses a reversible 
relation only when it is used between two relational abstracts, 
But one cannot reverse ‘Parvata-nisihadhikaranata sa yahni- 
nirapita’ (The locusness resident in mountain is described by 
fire) and say vahnityan parvatanisthadhikaranata-nirapitam 
(Fireness or one may even say fire is described by the locusness 
in mountain), since fireness is not.a relation. It may also 
be observed that the reversible relation cannot be expressed 
even where the second term is bound to the first. e.g Xs the 
pratiyogin(counterpositive)of absence of X—counterpositiveness 
abstracts a relation between X and absence of X, and not between 
Xand Y as in the case of the reversible relations. Counter- 
positiveness is described by its absence~(vahninistha—pratiyogita 
s@ vahnyatyantabhava-niriipita). Here ‘is described by’ does not 
express a reversible relation for absence is not a relational 
abstract When one wishes to specify with reference to a 
number of negations that the counterpositiveness to no one 
of these is described by mutual absence (anyonyabhaya), that 
is to say, when all are cases of atyantabhava, one may speak 
of counterpositiveness described by constant-absenceness. 
(atyantabhavata). One may similarly speak of counterpositiveness 
described by mutual-absenceness (anyonyabhavata) when one 
wants to specify with regard to a number of negations that 
the counterpositiveness to no one of these is described by a 
constant absence (atyantabhava) or that all are cases of 
anyonyabhaya, An absence the counter—positiveness to which 
is determined by a generic character common to several entities 
is termed a generic absence (samanyabhava) as opposed to a 
specific absence (viSesabhava). Generic absences can negate 
all particulars of a given class, For instance, ‘Hradah samyoga- 
sambandhavacchinna-vahnitvavacchinne — pratiyegita — nirtpaka- 
vahnyatyantabhavavan’ (A lake is a locus of constant—absence 
of fire which describes the counter-positiveness determined 
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by. fireness and contact). When an absence 1s determined 
(avacchinna ) by absenceness and the relation in which the 
absence stands, it is distinguished from every hing which 1s 
not an absence. But to distinguish one absence from another 
a different system of avaccheda (determination ) 1s necessary. 
What distinguishes one absence from another is the difference 
in that which is negated So anabsence can also be avacchinna 
(determined or limited) by the avacchedakas .determinants or 
limitors) of the conterpositiveness described by it. For instance, 
gunadau sattadeh samyogasambandhavecchinabhavah [ there 1s 
an absence, limited by the relation of contact, of existence, 
(satta) etc. in quality, etc.]. Here the relation of contact is 
denied of ‘tthe counterpositive, existence; tnat is to say, contact 
determines the counterpositiveness described by the abhava 
(denial); but in the above expression it is said to be an 
avacchedaka of the abhava also. Another such example is: 
sadhyatavacchedaka-sambandhavacchinna-sadhyabhava’ —absence 
of the sadhya, which absence is determined by the relation 
determining the sadhyata. (See Vyaptipancaka-rahasya 96-3-), 
31.5-Materials......... pp. 138, 109). 


Both a locusness and an absence may be determined by 
the avacchedakas of other entities, viz., Of @dheyata or vrttitva 
(superstratumness or occurrentness) and of pratiyogita (counter- 
positiveness) respectively, As a result of this, a piece of 
knowledge may be expressed as (a) samyoga—sambandha- 
vacchinna-vahnitvavacchinnadhikaraonata (locusness determined 
by fireness and contact) or (b) samyoga—sambandhavacchinna- 
vahnitvavacchinnadheyata-nirapitadhikaranata (locusness descri- 
bed by a superstratumness determined by fireness and contact). 
Here (b) is a gloss of (a) and is called the paryavasaya, 
extraction or paryavasitartha, extracted meaning of (a), Thus 


(b) extracts and actually expresses an entity G@dheyata, — 


superstratumness that is only implicit in (a). Similarly in 
the expressions : (c) sadhyatavacchedaka—sambandhavacchinna- 
bhavah (absence limited by the limiting relation of the sadhyata@) 
and (d) sadhyatayacchedaka-sambandhavacchinna-pratiyogita- 
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— 


nirnpakabhavah (an absence describing a counterpositiveness 
determined by the limiting relation of the sadhyata ), (qd) is 
the extraction of (c). | | 


It may be observed that avacchedakds are mainly of two 
types--resident limitors ( nisthatva-sambandhena avacchedaka) 
and describer-limitors (nira pitatva-sambandhena avacchedaka). 
For instance, when we say ° dhaimatvavacchinna-dhimanistha’- 
dheyata-nira pitodhikaranatavan parvatal’, — dnamatva is a 
resident limitor of dhtiimanistha-adheyata, but this expression 
can be shortened as ‘dhamatvavacchinnadhikaranatavan parvatah’ 
( mountain has locusness described by smokeness ) and here 
dhamatva is a describer limitor of adhikaranata. Similarly when 
we say ' dhamatvavacchinna-pratiyo gita-niriipak o’bhavah a 
dhamatva is a resident limitor of pratiyogita; but if this 1S 


shortened as © dhamatvavacchinno’bhavah ’, dhimatva 18° a. — 


describer-—limitor. The resident limitor resides in that in which 


also resides the limited (avacchinna) relational abstract, whereas, - 


the describer limitor resides in that which describes the limited. 


(avacchinna) relational abstract, Thus in the first setof examples, 


both the avacchedaka dhimatya and the avacchinna adheyata 
reside in dhama, whereas in the second dhamatva resides in 
dhama which describes the adhikaranata of parvata. 


We have seen how Navya-Nyaya specifies its relations: 


by. describer—described pairs ( nirapaka-nirapita ) and limitors 
( avacchedaka ). \t has many other similar instruments, e.g. 


vi$esana (qualif ier), dharma (abstract properties). Determinate ° 


knowledge ( savikalpa—jiana), as is well known, is defined as 
- tknowledge penetrating the relation between a qualificand 
(viSesya, ©.8. jar) anda qualifier (visesana, e.g. jarness) (visesya— 
yigesanayoh sambandhavagtahi jianam). Such a knowledge may 
be expressed simply as ‘This is a jar’ ( -ghatatva—viSisiah 
ghatah). A quatificand may have many qualifiers ( viSesana); 
for instance, when we say ° the boy is naughty ’ ( balo’yam 
capalah) both boyness (balatva) and naughtiness (capalat@) are 
qualifiers of boy. But. every viSesya must have at least oe 
J-97 














768 7 Indian Dialectics 


visesana, the broadest visesana of which it is capable. In a 
knowledge of man, for instance, no matter what other visesanas 
man (nara) may have he will always have the visesana ‘manness’ 
( naratva ). These qualifiers are always either jazi ( generic 
characters) or upadhi (imposed properties). A qualifier which 
does not have the necessary requirement of a jati® is an 
upadhi, e.g. Devadattaness (which belongs to nothing else in 
the world than Devadatta ), ghatatvatva, etc. Devadattatva is 
Said to reside in Devadatta not by the relation of samavaya 
(inherence ) but by a svariipa-sambandha (relation peculiar 
to the pair it connects ) or by a visesanata-viSesa-sambandha 
(particular qualification relation), Where a qualificand has more 
than one qualifier (visesana), the one expressed in the predi- 
cate is distinguished as the prakara (chief qualifier ). Thus in 
the Knowledge ‘The fair boy is naughty’, fairness is simply a 
vi$esana, whereas naughtiness is a praka@ra. Where a qualifi- 
cand has Only one qualifier, as in ‘This is a man’ ( Manness 
being the qualifier), the terms qualifier and chief-qualifier are 
interchangeable (Naro’ yam=naratvaprakarako’yam), A qualifier 
or chief qualifier may in turn have other qualifiers, — 

The terms visesya and viSésana are most frequently used 
Where the entities expressed by the subject (i.e. the visesya ) 
and the predicate (i.e. the viSesana) are connected by a relation 
Other than samyoga (contact) or samavaya (inherence), Thus 
In the knowledge ‘bhatale ghaio nasti’ or ‘bhitale ghatabhavah’ 
(a jar is not on the ground), ghatabhava’ (absence of jar) is 
the visesya; while in the knowledge ‘ghatabhavavad bhatalam’ 
(the 8round possesses absence of jar), ground / bhitala) is the 
visesya. As Ingalls Says, the reason why the expressions visesya 
and visesana are us¢d more frequently in these Cases is that 
Nyaya epistemology can explain such a knowledge as ‘ The 
Jar is not on the ground’ only by the absence’s nature of being 
a visesya of the ground with which a sense-Organ (eye) is in 
contact. In such a knowledge as ‘bhittale ghatah’ (jar is on the 
ground ), there is qa grammatical use but no epistemological 
Significance of the terms visesya and viSesana (Afaterials...... 
Pp. 42-43, F.N. 52), 
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We have referred to counterpositiveness above. We may 
consider this concept ina slightly greater detail as many defini- 
tions of Navya—Ny4aya, especially those of vyapti, are x orded 
in terms of absence and its pratiyogi (counterpositive). ‘Prati- 
yogi’ has another significance also. All relations in Nyaya 
are conceived as present between two terms, one of them 
being the pratiyogi (adjunct) of the relation and the other the 
anuyogi (subjunct). Wherever the relation ts such that one 
term may be said to occur in or on the other, that is to say 
in all vrtti-niyamaka ( occurrence-exacting ) relations, it is the 
superstratum, unless it be absence, that is termed the pratiyogi 
and the substratum the anuyogi. The relations of samavaya and 
svarnpa-sambandha are always vyrtti-niyamaka; samyoga is 
sometimes vrtti-niyamaka and sometimes not, as for example 
the contact between two things standing vertically. The relation - 
of vyapti also is not a vrtti-niyamaka one, as the yyapaka 
does not occur in the vyapya; it occurs in the loci of the vyapya. 
In all non—vrtti-niyamaka relations it is the qualificand that 
‘+s termed the pratiyogi and the qualifier the anuyogi. Thus - 
in ‘My right hand is in contact with my left’, the right hand 
is the pratiyogi. The terms pratiyogi and anuyogi are also used 
of negative knowledge. In the knowledge ‘ There is constant 
absence of fire in lake’, fire may be called the pratiyogi and 
lake the anuyogi of the constant absence (atyantabhava) of fire. 


We have seen above how counter-—positiveness is determined — 
or limited ( avacchinna ), 


These are only some of the ways in which relations are 
specified and the expression of them made precise so that no 
loop-hole can be found in it. The later Navya-Naiyayikas 
anticipated likely objections by rivals to the different defini- 
tions fomulated by GangeSa and his immediate followers and — 
attempted to make them more and more precise and unattack- 
able, by their armament of avacchedakas, niriipakas, upadhis 
and soon. But the use of these terms when one avacchedaka 
is piled upon another becomes difficult to comprehend. 











439 Indian Dialectics 
_. We may briefly consider the definition Of vyapti (perva- 
sion) as given by Garigesa in his Tattvacintamani. He first 
gives five provisional definitions of vyapti( vyapti -pancaka) and 
rejects them as they do not apply to a kevalanvayi anumana 
(purely affirmative inference), Then he gives two other defini- 
tions called the Simhavyaghrokta-vyapti-laksana, and shows 
Why they are defective. He similarly examines other definitions 
of vyapti given by previous logicians and rejects them and 
then finally gives the siddhanta-laksana acceptable to him. 
We shall briefly note some of these definitions as they give 
us SOme idea of the Navya—Nyaya methodology.® 


The first definition of the vyipti-pancaka IS: 


(i) ‘Sadhyabhavavad.-avrttitvam’-non-occurentness (of hetu) 
in the locus of the absence of the sadhya. GangeSa rejects 
this definition because it does not apply to a valid inference 
like “It possesses absence of contact with a monkey, because 
it is existent ° ( kapi-samyogabhavavan sattvad—here the 
sadhya is universally present, for it occurs where it does not 
occur as well as where it does, so one cannot speak of the 
locus of the absence of sadhya ). Moreover, however much 
logicians may try to save the position, it cannot be denied 
that in the case Of contact which ‘is non-occurrence-exacting 
( avrttiniyamaka ), contact (e.g. of monkey ) and absence of 
contact of monkey can reside in the same locus, so an infer- 
ence like ‘It possesses contact with a. monkey because it is 
this tree’ (Kapi-samyogi etad-vrk satvat}—where the hetu is also 
co-existent witb the absence of sadhya—would seem to be 
rendered invalid by such a definition. 





_ (ii) The second definition is therefore given as ‘sadhyavad- 
bhinna-sadhyabhavavad-avrttitvam’ which requires that the hetu 
Must not occur in a locus of absence of sadhya which absence 
occurs in what is different from a locus of sadhya. This 
definition also will not apply to cases where the sadhya is 
universally present and will not apply to a valid inference 
like ‘It possesses absence of the alternation jarness/contact of 
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jJarand ether, because it is ether ( Shatatva-ghatakasasamyoga- 
| hvatara bhayayvan faganatvat)—here the heru is correct, as there 
is in ether Shatakasa-sanyogabhava in the area of ether which 
is not a locus of ghata, The definition js at fault since that 


contact with jar) is in the form of contact of jar and ether 
and occurs in ether, and the hetu etherness also occurs in 
ether. (Absence of sadhya here=jarness or contact of jar and 


ether. An alternation resides where either alternate resides or 
both reside), _ : 


(ii) The third definition given is ‘Sadhyavat—pratiyogika- 
nyonyabhavasimanadhikaranyam’—where the hetu is required to 
have a different locus from that of the anyonyabhava (mutual 
absence) whose Pratiyogi is a locus of the sadhya. But even 
this definition wil] noftapply when the sadhya has many loci; 
e.g. in the inference ‘Jt possesses fire because it possesses 
smoke (vahniman dhamar ). Tho hetu occurs in such cases in 
the loci of anyonyabhavas whose counterpositivenesses are 
limited by this or that manifestation of a locus of the sadhya 
(--the hetu smoke, for instance, occurs In a kitchen which is 
the locus of the anyonyabhava of mountain Which is one of 
the loci of the sadhya, fire My | 


(iv) The fourth definition attempted js ‘sakala-sadhya.- 
bhavavannisthabhayga. Pratiyogitvam’ (the hetw’s bein g the counter- 
positive of anabsence which resides’ in all loci of the absence 
of the sadhya). This definition also will not apply to a valid 
inference such as ‘It possessés absence of contact with a 
monkey, because it is existent (kapi-samyogabhavavan sattvat ), 
because no unlimited locusness described by absence of sadhya 
Ie. contact with monkey can be found 

(v) The fifth definition of the vyapti-parcaka is sadhya- 
vad-—anyavrttivam ( non-occurrenthess of the hetu in what is 
other than the locus of the sadhya ). This definition too is 
unacceptable as it does not apply to kevalanvayi anumana 
Where the s@dhya is universally present. 
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These definitions are faulty since they do not apply to 
cases where the sddhya is universally positive, that is to say 
to purely affirmative inferences (kevalanvayl anumana) where 
the sadhya is nowhere absent (€.g. This is nameable, because 
it is knowable), and so there is no locus of its absence in which 
the hetu also would be absent, and so on. 


The Simha-vya pti-laksana is—‘sadhyasamanadhikararanya- 
nadhikaranatyam’-the hetu’s not being present in a locus which 
is not also a locus of the sadhya . The V yaghra-vyapti-laksana 
is—‘sadhya-vaiyadhikaran yanadhikaranatvam’-the hetw’s not being 
present in a locus which is different from the locus of the 
sadhya. GangeSa observes that both these definitions are 
defective since they are meant to show that the fetu has not a 
locus which is also not the locus of the sadhya, whereas we 
find that the heru often has a locus which is not the locus 
of the sa@dhya For instance, smoke on a hill has a locus which 
is not the locus of fire in a kitchen. These definitions also 
will not apply to a purely affirmative inference, where there is 
nothing which jis not the locus of the sadhya. 


There is another group of fourteen definitions of yyapti 
called caturdaga—laksani. These definitions are applicable to 
all the three kinds of inferences as they are based on the 
doctrine that things might as well be defined by properties 
they do not possess as by those they do. This technique was 
first enunciated by Sondada or Sondala Upadhyaya and is 
technically knownas vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava (nega- 
tion of self-contradictories, Jit. negation determined ‘by a 
property residing in a different locus). It is two-—fold— 
(a) absence describing a conterpositiveness limited by a contra- 
dictory property /( yyadhikaranadharmavacchinna-pratiyogita— 
nirnpakabhava), eg. absence of jar limited by clothness 
( patatvavacchinna-ghatabhava ). (Here clothness is contradictory 
to, or occurs in a different locus from the counter—positive 
jar); (b) absence describing a counter—positiveness limited by 
a contradictory relation (vyadhikarana-sambandhayacchinna- 
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pratiyogita-nirt pakabhava), €.g. absence of quality limited by 
contact ( Sar Yo ga—sambandhiwacchinna-gunabhive ) (— quality 
can only inhere, it is never related by samyoga, contact). Thus 
Samyoga 1s contradictory to or Occurs in a different locus 
from the counterpositive quality (See Materials... pp. 81-82— 
Ingalls; Yattvacintamani, Pp. 295 ff-BI). Most of the definitions 
do not apply to a Kevalanvayi anumana, so to make 
the absence of the sadhya possible even in such cases, some 
logicians assume a negation or absence whose counter— 
positiveness is determined by a Property residing in a locus 
different from the counter-positive. GangeSa does not approve 
of this because a property which does not occur in he 
counter—positive cannot determine the counter—positiveness 
( pratiyogy-avrtti§ ca dharmo na pratiyogitavacchedakah ). 

The Siddhanta-laksana given by GarigeSa is: Pratiyogy-— 
asamanadhikarana-ya tsamanadhikaranatyantabhava. pratiyogita- 
vacchedakavacchinnam yan na bhavati tena’ samar tasya 
samanadhikaranyam vyaptih ( T. attva—cintamani, p. 610-B] \— 
Vyapti is the co-presence of the hetu with that (sadhya) which 
is not limited by the limitor of the counter—positiveness of 
that constant absence which has the same locus as the hetu, 
but has a different locus from the counterpositive.. . 





To take an example, there IS CO-presence of the hetu smoke 
with the sadhya fire which is not limited by jarness the limiter 
of the jar which is the counter—positive of the atyantabhaya 
of jar, this etyantabhava having the sam- locus as smoke, but 
having a different locus from jar. This definition covers the 
case of the kevalanvayi infereace also, inasmuch as it does not 
invoive the non-existence of the sadhya and the sadhya is not 
the pratiyogi of that absence which has the same locus as 
the hetu. In ‘This is hameable because knowable’ (abhidheyah 
jieyatvat) there is co-presence of the knowable with the name. 
able which is not limited by jarness (though jar-is limited by 
abhidheyatyva, nameableness), and the atyantabhaya whose Pratiyogi 


jar is, abides in the same locus with Knowability, but in a 
different locus from jar, . 





774 ae Indian Dialectics 


GangeSa anticipates objections to this siddhanta-laksana 
that fires are manifold owing to the difference of their loci, 
e.g. fire of a kitchen, of a sacrificial ground and so on, there 
is absence of these fires excepting one in the locus of a 
particular case of smoke, and this by making fire the counter- 
positive of that absence which has the same locus as smoke, 
altogether upsets the definition. The answer to this is that 
though in the locus of smoke there is the absence of various 
fires, the avacchedakas of the counter—positives of these 
absences are not one and the same, viz. vahnitva, but are 
different. It is therefore necessary tO admit an absence of 
fire of the general form of generic absence ( samanyabhavya ) 
of fire which is determined by a generic character (viz. fire- 
ness) and not by a particular one.’ 

The commentators attempted to modify these definitions 
so as to avert all possible objections and make them 4s 
perfect as possible. For instance, the fifth definition of the 
vyapti-pancaka was attempted to be refined or expanded as 
follows : 


The definition 1s ‘ sadhyavad-anyavrttitvam >What does 
© sadhyavad-anya signify ? It signifies an et tity possessed of 
bheda (difference) or mutural absence (anyonyabhava ) whose 
counter-positiveness 1s limited by the locusness of the sadhya 


(sadhyavaitvavacchinna-pratiyogitakabhedavan) So the definition 


would. mean-sadhyavad-bheda-adhikarana nirt pita-vrttita bhava. 
yattvam hetoh—the absence of occurrence. of the fetu, which 
is described by the locus of the difference or mutual absence 
of the locus of sadhya. Therefore though smoke may be 
present in, for instance, a kitchen which is other than any 


particular object having fire such as the mountain, the. 


definition is not affected thereby. Here ‘sadhya’s locus’(sadhyavat) 
should be understood to have the sadhya by the same relation 
by which the sadhya is sought to be proved to exist in the paksa. 
For example, the inference of fire on a mountain from smoke, 


seeks to prove the existence of fire on mountain by samyoga- 


sambandha, So smoke should not reside in what is other than 
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the locus of fire by samyoga-sambandha though it may reside 
ip what is different from fire’s locus by samavaya-—sambandha 
(e.g. kitchen is other than the particles of fire possessing 
fire by samavaya-sambandha ). Thus the definition should in 
order to convey this be modified as : ‘ sadhyatavacchedaka- 
sambandhavacchinna-sadhyavad-bheda adhikarana-nirn pita-vrttitva’- 
bhavavattvam hetoh’ (or better still ‘ sadhyatavacchedaka- 
sambandhavacchinna—sadhyadhikaranatavad-bheda—adhikarana— 
nirapita-vrititvabhavavativam heteh’, for what needs avaccheda 
is a relational abstract like adhikaranata and not what 
possesses it), Moreover sédhya’s locus should mean ‘all loci of 
sadhya’. Thus, smoke should not reside in what is different 
from all Joci of fire, though it may reside in any locus 
of fire, e.g, a mountain, which may be different from one 
particular locus of fire and yet possess smoke and so also 
fire. Therefore, the definition requires to be modified as: 
sadhyatavacchedaka-sambandhayacchinna-sadhyavattvavacchinna- 
pratiyogitakabheda — adhikarana — nirnpita — vrttita# bhavavattvam 
hetoh ( This was actually meant when sadhyavad-anyah was 
explained as sadayavattvavacchinna -pratiyogitakabhedavan). 
Further ‘fefu must not reside’ means ‘fetu must not reside 
by the relation by which it is found to exist in the paksa’, 
For example, smoke resides in mountain by samyoga-— 
sambundha , so it should not reside by samyoga-sambandha 
in what is different from all loci of fire, though it may 
reside in such a locus by samavaya sambandha (eg. smoke in 
particles of smoke which are different from all loci of fire). 
Hence the definition should be read as: sa@dhyatévacchedaka-— 
sambandhavacchinna-sadhyavattva’vacchinna-pratiyogitakabheda- 
adhikarana-nirapita-hetutavacchedaka-sambandhavacchinna-— 
vrttita’bhavavattvam hetoh. Again, ‘ the non—occurrence of the 
hetu in what is other than the locus of sadhya’ (sadhayavad- 
anyavrttitvam ) signifies an absence whose counterpositive 
is that which is limited by occurrenceness (lit. occurrent- 
nessness ) in that which is different from the locus of 
sadhya (sadhyavad-anya-vrttitva vacchinna:-pratiyogitakabhavah ). 
1-98 
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That is to say, the hetu. must in no case reside in what is 
other than the locus of s@dhya. For example, in the invalid 
inference, ‘Mountain has smoke because it has fire’, fire 
does not reside in certain non-loci of smoke (eg. lake ), 
but it does reside in certain other non-loci of smoke ( e.g. 
red-hot iron-ball ), Thus the definition becomes: ‘ sadhyata- 
vacchedaka-sambandhavacchinna — sadhyavattya’ vacchinna—prati- 
yogitakabheda-adhikarana-nirii pita-hetutavacchedaka-sambandha- 
vacchinna- vrttitatva — avacchinna — pratiyogitaka — abhavavattvam 
hetoh.” — 

Sull another difficulty is that ‘non-occurrence of the- 
hetu’ means non-occurrence of the hetu as possessor of the 
hetuta’ vacchedaka-dharma. For instance, smoke has both smoke- 
hess as also substanceness but it is only as the possessor of 
smokeness that it is the hetu. Hence things possessing smokeness 

should not reside in the non-locus of fire though things 
possessing substanceness may. The example usually considered 
is a different one. In the inference, ‘It is substance, because 
it has satta not qualified by either guna (quality) or karma 
(action) [—according to the Nyaya school, satta (existenc:) being 
a generic character belongs to drgvya, guna, karma but not 
to the other four categories]—here the hetutavacchedaka dharma 
is ‘existence-not—belonging-to—qualities-and—actions-ness’ and 
not ‘ pure existenceness.’ The argument is valid because 
' existence—not—belonging-to-qualities-and—actions’ does not 
belong to non-substance, though pure existence belongs to 
non-substance like qualities and actions. The definition should 
therefore be modified as : “ sadhyatavacchedaka-—sambandha- 
vacchinna-sadhyavattva ’yacchinna-pratiyogitaka-bheda-adhikaranp 
nirapita-hetuta’vacchedaka—sambandha vacchinna-vritita — 
navacchedaka-hetutavacchedaka-dharmavattvam-hetoh. ” ( See 
Siddhantamuktavali, 68 ). 

The siddhanta-laksana also can be refined and expanded. 
The final definition as given by Vi$vanatha is—‘Hetumannistha: 
virahapratiyogina sadhyena hetor aikadhikaranyam vyaptih’— 
—Vyapti is the co-existence of the hetu with the sa@dhya 


- | 
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Which is not the counter—positive of an absence that abides 
in the locus of hetu; that is to Say, no absence co-existing 
With hetu should have the sa@dhya for its counterpositive, and 
Such a fetu should co-exist with such a sadhya. This can be 
expressed by : “het vadhikaranavrtty—abhava-apratiyogi-sadhya- 
samanadhikaranyam hetoh.’? Now in an inference like ‘ The 
Mountain has fire because it has smoke’, particular fires 
belonging to other places are the counter—positives of their 
absence in the substratum of this hetw, viz. smoke, so the 
definition may seem too narrow. It has therefore to be modified 
as : Hetvadhikarana-vrtty-abhava-pratiyogita—anavacchedaka- 
sadhyata@’ vacchedak@ vacchinna sadhya-samanadhikaran yam hetoh”’ 
—Lhe hetu is co-present with the sadhya limited by the limitor 
of the sadhyata, which is not the limitor of the counter- 
positiveness to the abha@va existing in the locus of the fetu. 
The sadhya as possessor of the sadhyatavacchedaka-dharma does 
not have absence-in-relation-to—a—locus—of-hety. Thus, in the 
above-mentioned inference though there may be absence of 
fire as the kitchen-fire in a mountain, it is not absent. there 
as fire. Similarly in the valid inference, “It has quality 
because it has substanceness’’, substanceness does not co-exist 
with absence of all quality whatsoever though it may co- 
exist with absence of this or that quality. The hetu should 


not co-exist with absence of the totality of things possessing 


the sadhyatavacchedaka dharma, though it can well be co- 
present with absence of this or that possessor of the sadhyata- 
vacchedaka-dharma. : 
Further ‘hetvadhikarana—vrtty-abhava’ (absence co-present 
with Aetu) means ‘absence co-existing with the Aetu as possess- 
ing the hetutavacchedaka—dharma’. Thus in the valid inference, 
‘It is substance because it has saftva not belonging to qualities 
and actions’ (dravyam guna-karmanyatva-—visista—sattvat ), 
absence of substanceness does not co-exist with sattva-not- 
-belonging-to-qualities and actions, though it does co-exist 
with pure sattvu in quality and action; yet the inference ts 
valid because it is the sattva—not—belonging-—to- qualities—-and— 
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action (and not pure sattva) that is the possessor of the 
hetutavacchedakadharma. And ‘hetvadhikarana-vrtti-abhava’ also 
signifies absence co-present in the locus of hefu by the same 
relation by which the fefu is found to occur in the paksa- 
Hence in the inference of fire on the mountain from smoke 
though fire is the counter-positive of the absence abiding in 
the locus of smoke by the relation of inherence (e.g. in the 
particles of smoke), yet the inference is not invalid as fire is 
not the counter—positive of the absence abiding in the locus 
of smoke by the relation of contact by whichsmoke is present 
in the mountain. In view of these considerations the definition 
should be modified as : hetutavacchedak@’vacchinna-hetuta- 
vacchedaka — sambandhavacchinna-hetvadhikaranavrtty — abhava- 
pratiyogita navacchedaka—sadhyatavacchedakavacchinna-sadhya- 
samanadhikaranyam hetoh (—hetvadhikarana should more 
precisely be ‘ hetvadhikaranatavad’ as it is an abstract relation 
that requires to be limited ), It should moreover be borne in 
mind that abhava means absence which does not co-exist with 
its counter—positive. ( pratiyogi-vyadhikarana-abhava). Thus in 
the inference ‘This has conjunction with monkey because it is 
this tree’ (Kapi-samyogi etad-vrksatvat), this-tree-ness co-exists 
with absence of conjunction—with-monkey; but since absence 
of conjunction is an absence which co-exists with its counter-— 
positive, the inference is not invalid. The definition thus is: 
“ pratiyogi-— vyadhikarana-hetutavacchedakatavacchinna-hetuta- 
vacchedaka-sambandhavacchinna — hetvadhikaranavrtty-abhava - 
pratiyogita’navacchedaka-sadh yatavacchedakavacchinna—sadh ya- 
samanadhikaranyam hetoh”’ The absence must be present in 
a substratum of the reason that is not the substratum of its 
counter-—positive. 

Still further clarification is attempted to avert. certain 
objections regarding absence co-existing with its counter— 
positive. ‘Pratiyogyanadhikaranatva’ means not being the locus 
of that which is limited by the limitor of the counter-positive- . 
ness ( pratiyogitavacchedakavacchinna@’nadhikaranatvam ) by the 
very relation which is the limitor of the sa@dhyata, i.e. by 
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which the s@dhya resides in the paksa. Herce in a fallacious 
inference like ‘It (soul) has knowledge, because it has existence’, 
though jar, etc. which are loci of existence are the loci of 
knowledge by virtue of being an object, the definition is 
unaffected (—is not too wide—), as knowledge resides in these 
by visayata-sambandha and not by samavaya-sambandha Herce 
the definition becomes— 
Pratiyogitavacchedakavachinna-sadhyatavacchedakasambandha 
vacchinna—pratiyogi-vyadhikara na—-hetutavacchedaka’ vacchinna — 
hetutavacchedaka — sambandhavacchinna — hetvadhikaranavrtty - 
abhava—pratyiogitanavacchedaka-sadh yatavacchedak@’ vacchinna - 
sadhya-samanadhikaranyam hetoh. ” 
Thus even though in the inference. ‘It has fire, because it has 
smoke’, there is the absence of fire by the relation of irherence 
in the substratum of smoke (€.g. mountain), the definition is 
intact since the sadhyatavacchedaka-sambandha is conjunction 
and not inherence ( see Siddhantamuktavali, 69 ). This defini- 
tion can similarly be even further clarified if found necessary 
in view of occurrence in the same temporal-locus and so on. 


It must have been observed that the definitions of vyapti 
are expressed in the form ‘No locus of hetu is a locus of the 
absence of sadhya’, rather than in the form ‘All loci of hetu 
are loci of sa@dhya’. The reason is that the Naiyayika’s 
terminology cannot properly express a proposition of the 
form ‘ AJ] lIeci cf hetw are Icci of sadhya’. For instance, the 
Naiyayika could say ‘Some smoke or other occurs in a 
particular place where there is fire (dhimatvavacchinna-vritita- 
nira pita’ dhikaranatavad etad vahnimat-sthalam), or some fire 
or oth¢r exists in a particular place where there occurs smoke 
(vahnitvavacchinna-vrttita niri pitadhikaranatavad etad dhamavat- 
stholam). But these cannot yield the idea that ‘all smoke 
occurs ina place where there occurs fire’ or ‘all loci of hetu are 
loci of sadhya’. On the other hand, the Naiyayika can every 
well express the idea ‘No locus of hetu (smoke) is a locus of 
the absence of sadhya (fire )’, or the heru is non—occurrent 
in the locus of the absence of sadhya (sadhyabhavavad-ayrttivam 
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hetoh —the first definition of the Vyapti-paicaka). This can 
be expanded as above-—‘“ Sadhyatavacchedaka-sambandha — 
vacchinna — sadhyatavacchedakavacchinna — pratiyogitaka@ bhava- 
dhikarana — nirfipita — hetutavacchedaka - sambandhavacchinna — 
yrttitatvavacchinna-pratiyogitaka@ bhavavan hetuh ’’’—There is in 
hetu abserce of occurrence which is limited by occurrencveness 
limited by the limiting relation of hetu-ness which is described 
by the (sa@dhya which is the) locus of the absence whose 
counter-positive is limited by alimitor of the s@dhya-ness and 
is limited by the limiting relation of sadhya-ness.’ 


It can be seen that the Navya—Naiyayikas concerned 
themselves more with the dialectical examination of definitions 
than with anything else. Each later logician anticipated a likely 
objection to a definition ‘that was formulated by his  pre- 
decessor and modified it so as to avoid the flaw. This resulted 
in piling of avacchedakas and niraipakas in an attempt to 
pointedly specify the relation intended to be expressed and to 
free the definition of the faults of ativyapti ( being too wide), 
avyapti (being too narrow) and asambhava (impossibility ). 
Newer methods were evolved to keep away such flaws, and 
every term and affix was attempted to be accounted for. For 
bringing precision to definitions the Navya—Naiyayikas devised 
certain relational concepts, and properties.and the like. We 
have already referred to svaripa—sambandha (peculiar relation), 
upadhi and  vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava besides 
avacchedakas, nirfiipakas and the like. Some relations appear 
to be flimsy but they were occasioned by particular dilem as 
the Naiyayikas had to face. Two such relations are paryapti- 
sambandha and viSistanirapitadharata sambandha (relation where 
the locusness is described by a qualified entity). The old 
Naiyayikas regarded number (sufkhy@) as a quality, which like 
other qualities inheres in its locus, and they said that twoness 
(dvitva), for instance, inheres in the first jar and in the second. 
The Navya-Naiyadyika would say that there are two sorts of 
two-ness. One of these is a jati inhering in each member of 
pairs; the other is an upadhi. related by what ts called paryapti 
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(completion, wholeness) not to the members of pairs but to 
the pairs themselves. Two-ness, etc. are related by paryapti 
Only to two, three etc. not to each of the two, three, etc.; 
they are related to each by samavaya (inherence) This paryapii 
IS a sort of svarapa-sambandha_ giving rise to the concepts: 
‘This is one pot’, ‘These are two pots’, etc.; and the loci of 
twoness, threeness, etc, are mutually exclusive; that is to Say, 
threeness does not occur in the locus of twoness and so on. 
The Indian logicians developed this theory to resolve a contra- 
diction in their system of categories Number is defined as a 
quality in older works of Nyaya, and it is held that quality 
can only inhere in a substance, How is then one to explain 
Such a phrase as ‘four qualities’, The concept of paryépti 
helps the Naiyadyika out of the dilemma. 


The Naiyayika not only conceives a relation paryapti in 
which two-ness, threeness stand to their Joci (the sum of the 
individuals), but calls twoness, threeness, etc. vyasajya-vrtti 
properties, properties that occur in locj (the sum of the 
individuals) whose individual constituents adhere to each other, 
that is to say, are inseparable. “The term vyasajya-vrtti-dharma 
is usually mentioned in connection with a special sort of 
sophistry which consists in substituting ‘different from 2x’ 
for ‘different from x’... Tbe mutual absence of mango 
(amranyonyabhaya) is a mutual absence the counterpositiveness 
to which is limited by mango-—ness ( Qmratvavacchinnaprati- 
yogitakabhavah), The mutual absence of two mangoes (@mra- 

— dvayanyonyabhava) is a mutual absence the counterpositiveness 
to which is limited by the vyasajya-vrtti property two-ness 
(vyasajyavrttyatmeka-dvitvavacchinna-pratiyogitakabhavah). It 
is likewise a mutual absence which occurs in its counter-positive 
(sva-pratiyogi—vrtty—anyonyabhavah), for mango number one 
is part of the counter-positive of mutual absence of two 
mangoes and mutual absence of two Mangoes occurs in mango 
number one. Whenever the term ‘anyonyabhaya’ is employed 
in a definition, the Nyaya commentator finds it necessary to 
insert one of two phrases ty prevent the sophistical substitution 
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of ‘mutual absence of 2 x’ for ‘mutual absence of x’ —‘ vyasajya- 
vrtti-dharmanavacchinna-pratiyogitakabhavah (a mutual absence 
tbe counterpositiveness to which is not limited by a vyasajya- 
yrtti property), or ‘sva-pratiyogy-avrtty-anyonyabhavah (a mutual 
absence which does not occur in its own counter—positive). ° 
(See Materials...pp. 77-88—Ingalls). For example, commenting 
on the third definition of vyapti in the Vyapti-pancaka 
( sadhyavatpratiyogikanyonyabhava’samanadhikaranyam ) 
Mathuranatha says that the mutual absence must be specified 
as not occurring in its counter-positive, so that there will be 
no impossibility even though the hetu occurs in the locus of a 
mutual absence of locus of sadhya the counter—positiveness to 
which absence is limited by’a vy@sajya-vriti property. 

The concept of visista-nirapitadharaia-sambandha (relation 
where the locusness is described by a qualifed entity) is 
employed to explain the Navya-Nyaya view regarding the 
identity of a pure entity with a qualified one, because other- 
wise it would not be that entity at all. The difficulty before 
the Naiyayikas is that if a qualified entity is regarded as 
identical with a pure entity, the substitution of one for the 
Other will, give rise to fallacies, for then guna (quality) which 
has satia qualified by otherness—-than-substance—or—action 
could be said to have pure satt@, and so on. The Naiyayika 
faces these difficulties by expressing the difference where he 
conceives it to lie, viz. in the qualifiers of the essentially identical 
entities and in the locusness they describe. For example, ‘‘It 
possesses dravyatva (substanceness) because it possesses qualified 
satta (i.e. satta qualified by otherness than—quality-or—action)”’ 
—is valid because though sata qualifed simply by  satiatva 
cannot be said to fail to occur in quality and action. (—the 
vipaksas), it does fail to occur there in so far as it is qualified 
by otherness—than—quality-and-action. Vyapti requires that 
the fetu as qualified by all its qualifiers does not occur in 
any locus of absence of sadhya. 

Another way out is to state that qualified satra is not 
pervaded by substanceness by the relation inherence at all, but 
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by the  relation-where-the—locusness —is— described — by - a- 
qualified-entity. (visista-nira pitadharata-sambandha). The above 
inference will be false unless it is interpreted to mean, “ft , 
possesses subs'anceness because it possesses by ‘ visis{a- 
nirapitadharata-sambandha’, satia—qualified-by-otherness-than- 
quality—or—action”; and thus there is no harm even if pure 
satta does occur by inherence in a locus of absence of sadhya: 
(See Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya Logic, pp. 79- 
80, 69-71). : 
Temporal relation (kalika-sambandha) is of two sorts, direct 
(saksat) and indirect ( paramparaya). Time (k@la) is re garded 
as a single formless substance and everything resides directly — 
in time by k@lika-sambandha, Direct relation is of two kinds— 
(a) the relation by which all entities, eternal or non-eternal, 
reside directly in universal time (maha-kala)—this relation 
is of little importance to logic; (b) the relation by which all 
non-eternal entities reside directly in portions of time (day, 
month, etc.) posited due to or in view of adventitious circum- 
stances. An indirect relation between entities is admitted 
through time. Two things can be said to be related vn 
account of their residing in a division of time. Since the 
division of time may be of any size short of the whole of 
time, all entities other than eternal ones are related to each 
other by k@lika sambandha, All things eternal or non- 
eternal can be similarly said to be related by ka@lika-sambandha 
on account of their residing in universal time (maha—k@la). 
But little use is made of this sort of kalika—sambandha. The 
employment of the k@lika-sambandha enables the Naiyayika 
to construct an infinite number of apparent paradoxes. For 
example, smoke and a lake occur in the same division of 
time, so one may say that smoke occurs in a lake by (indirect) 
temporal relation. As Prof. Ingalls says, perhaps a fuller 
knowledge of Navya-Ny4ya will show that such paradoxes 
serve some purpose other than the obvious one of confusing 
the Jayman Sera Araki p: 79): 
I-99 
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A. relation is said to be of incomplete occurrence (avyapya- 
vrtti). if one of the entities thus related occurs in only a 
part of the other Contact and the absence of an entity by 
contact are the only relations of this sort the Naiyayika is 
generally concerned with—though Raghundtha considers sama- 
: vaya also to be a relation of incomplete occurrence: since a 
black bull may have a white face, and though redness is said 
to. inhere. in-a red pot, yet when we break the pot we may 
find that only the outsides of the shards are red and the rest 
black. If a monkey is in a tree, the monkey is related by 
contact to only a part of the tree or even to a part of one 
of its branches. Similarly, atyantabhava of monkey by contact 
‘is related by absential particular relation (abhaviya-visesanata— 
f “visesa—sambandha or abhaviya-svariipa-sambandha —the relation 
‘between an absence and its locus) to only a part of the trée, 
viz. the parts such as the roots with which the monkey is 
‘hot in contact. In such cases, atyantabhava occurs in the 
‘same locus as does its counter—positive or is an instance of 
Pratiyogi-samanadhikarana tyantabhava. The Navya-Naiyayikas 
{ry to resolve this apparent contradiction by arguing that the 
‘Contact with monkey does not have its occurrentness in this 
tree limited by this—tree ness; its occurrentness jn this tree 
is limited by the part of this tree in contact with monkey, 
€.8, a particular branch. Similarly, the occurrentness in this 
tree of absence of monkey-by-contact is limited by the part 
of this tree that is not in contact with monkey, e.g. roots. 
~ While the locusness residing in a locus of an entity of 
incomplete occurrence is termed limited locusness ‘avacchinna’- 
dhikaranata), the locusness residing in a locus of an entity 
Of complete occurrence is termed an unlimited: locusness 
“(anavacchinnadhikaranata). : 


_ The -Navya—Naiyayikas anticipated objections to their 
definitions and arguments on the ground of the relation of 
incomplete occurrence and consequently the paradox of 
atyantabhaya occurring in the same locus as its counterpositive, 
on the ground of relation between things (whose connection 
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would render. the inference fallacious ) by kalika-sambandha, 
On the basis of vyasajya-yrtti properties and so on. It can 
also be argued when the relation beiween the hetu and the 
paksa is not specified —as for instance, in the inference of 
fire from smoke, smoke is present in the mountain by samyoga- 
sambandha but it is not present in it by samava ya—-sambandha— 
‘that fire cannot be inferred from smoke. In answering these 
Objections, they attempted to precisely specify the relations 
Of the things that enter into them. Thus the definitions of 
Navya—Nyaya came to be very precisely. formulated and were ° 
intended to ward off all possible objectio.s. And the develop- 
ment of Navya-Nyaya logic is mostly in the direction of greater 
Precision aiming at perfection of Statement, the attempt being: 
to see that no objection however fiimsy and from whatever 
point of view could be raised against any. proposition, though 


a logician like ‘Raghunatha would also try to examine the - © 


metaphysical categories of the old Nyaya—Vaisesika school and: 
put them on a more logical basis by. cancelling those that a 
cannot stand the test of rigorous logic and positing new.ones. * 
The Navya—Naiyayikas employed already existing words like 
avaccheda, niriipaka, etc. by assigning them a strictly technical 
character and use, and also devised some rew ones. Terms: - 
like avaccheda, avacchedya, avacchedaka had come to be — 
employed in’ works to specify relations: even at the: time of: . 
Anandavardhana (author of Dhvanyaloka, ninth century) and: at 
Udayana but Gargesa popularised their use in logic .and — 
works of a dialectical character and gave. them a strictly. 
technical sense. The old works of Nyaya were concerned 
with giviog definitions of things-which could specify their -- 
distinguishing character and differentiate them from others. 
The works of Navya—-Nyaya work out of these definitions: 
Which seem terribly intricate but reveal a fine precision and 
Subtlety, and so are an excellent training for the intellect. 
This character of Navya-Nyaya logic was appreciated 
even by thinkers of other schools, especially because this 
facilitated the raising of objections and answering them; it 
was remarkably useful in the dialectical treatment of topics 
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and resulted in a precise knowledge of the subject to which 
nothing was required to be supplied. Later works of Purva 
Mimasnsa (about the fourteenth—fifteenth century ), Vedanta(e.g. 
Vedanta—paribhasa, Advaita-siddhi, etc.), Wyakarana (—the 
works of NageSsa for example), KavyaSastra (—the works of 
Jagannatha and others), and in fact, of all the Sastras adopted 
the peculiar style of Navya-Nyaya logic in the dialectical- 
examination of topics. 


The main purpose of Navya-Nyaya is to treat the four 
pramanas-—pratyaksa, anum@na, upamana and Sabda, and in 
the course of their treatment of topics the writers of the 
Navya-Nyaya school have besides giving 4 dialectical exposition 
of the topics of their own schools, criticised the views of 
rival schools. In the first part of his work Tattva—cintamani 
dealing with pratyaksa, GatigeSa has discussed all the relevant 
problems connected with the epistemology of perception—its 
source, conditions and result. The division of perceptual 
knowledge into nirvikalpa (indeterminate ) and savikalpa 
determinate ) is thoroughly treated and the rival schools of 
thought, pre eminently that of Prabhakara, are criticised. As a 
consequence of the disappearance of the Buddhist dialecticians 
from the Indian arena, the refutation of the BudaGhist views 
and doctrines must have remained only a matter of abstract 


academic interest and so the attention of the Navya-Naiyayikas 


was directed against the school of Prabhakara, who had close 
affinities with the Buddhist philosophers in respect of certain 
fundamentals, and the school of Pirva-Mimamsa tn general 
which had much that was original to contribute to epistemology. 
Thé most outstanding contribution of GangeSa is found in 
his treatment of the problem of truth and validity of know- 
ledge. The positions of Kuméarila, Prabhadkara and Murari 
Misra; who were advocates of the theory of self-validity of 
knowledge (syatah-pramanya-vada ), are thoroughly discussed 
and criticised, and the Navya-Nyaya position of paratah- 
pramanyavada which believes in the correspondence theory 
of truth and the ascertainment of truth by verification, 1s 
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established. GangeSa criticises the three positions of Prabhakara, 
Kumarila and Murari Misra as thoroughly tntenable on the 
ground of contradiction of experience, since if all knowledge 
were self—validated there would be no occasion for a doubt 
which is dispelled only by means of verification by another 
piece of knowledge. We have considered this in our chapter 
on ‘The Problem of Truth’. Scarcely any new argument is 
to be found here as Udayana has given all these arguments 
in his works, but new issues have been raised and the problem 
has been studied afresh. It is in the chapter on inference 
(anum@na) that GangeSa and the other Navya—Naiyayikas 
have shown exceptional ingenuity, remarkably so in the problem 
of vya@pti (universal concomitance of two things), and the 
possibility of the knowledge of vy@pti. The position of the 
sceptics is shown to be absurd as leading to self-contradiction 
and making practical life impossible. The later developments 
of logical speculations were necessitated by the hostile criticism 
of Nyaya concepts and definitions by Sriharsa and Citsukba 
and other Vedantins who delighted in indulging in criticism 
to show the absurdity of the attempt of the Natyayikas in 
particular and the realists in general to explain the world in 
terms of reality. Gangesa came after Sriharsa and took upon 
himself the task of vindicating the orthodox Naiyayika stand-. 
‘point. The sceptical philosophers had repudiated the reality 
of categories by showing the absurdity of their. definitions. 
The Navya-Naiyayikas, therefore, sought to modify and 
strengthen the definitions of the different categories so that 
they became informidable and this they did by specifying 
relations and bringing precision by the use of. their unique 
terminology. Of course this did not bring an end to the 
dialectical struggle between the Naiyayikas and the thinkers of 
other schools, notably the Vedantins. But this does not detract - 
from the worth of the Nyaya speculations. The chief value 
of Navya-Nyaya consists in its contributions to method and 
terminology, which have been invariably adopted by all other 
schools of thought. The consequence has been that it became © 
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an established practice in India that whatever one’s school of 
thought or philosophical conviction or sastra. one must speak 
in the languagé of the Naiyayikas.1° 


ee 


NOTES . 


lL The Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. I—‘ Th2 Nyaya-Vaigesika System 
of Philosophy ’, p. 413—Satkari Mookeri (Ramkrishna Centenary 
Memorial’ ‘Volume J, Calcutta). This article contains a fine appreciation 
Of the method of Navya-Nyaya. : | 


. * 


2 Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya Logic, {ntroduction, p. 2-Daniel_ 
H H: Ingalls (Harvard Oriental Series, 1951). This book by Ingalls is 

a very’ valuable one and all who write someth:ng’ on Navya-Nyaya - 
derive help and guidance from this ‘work. The exposition of the Nayya- 

Nyaya methodology in: this chapter is largely based on the expo sition 

given by Ingalls supplemented by. illustrations only where necessary, 

from Tattvacintamani (BI) aad Vigvanatha's Siddhantamuktavali and it 

commentaries and from the Tarka-sungraha—dipika of Annambhatta. | 


3 Vyaptih sadhyad—anyasminnasambandha udahrtah, 68, atra yena sam- 
_bandhena hetuta tenaiva sambandhena sadhyavad-anyavrttitvarh bodhyam, 
tena Sadhyavadznyasmin dhaumavayave dhimasya samavaya sambandhena 


Sattve’pi na ksatih.—Siddhantamuktavali, 68. - ae | 
4 Materials... .. » p. 51—Ingalls: oe la Eas 6 


5 Vide the six impediments to generic character (jatibadhaka)-— i 
‘Vyakter abhedas tulyatvam saykaro’ tha’navasthitih: MARS fed 
rupahanir asambandho jati-badhaka-sarhgrahah. --~ Bhs 

Siddhantamuk tavali, 8. : 


6 I have derived much help from the translation and ‘exposition of the 
Vyapti-pancaka given by Prof. Ingalls, and from A History of Indian 
Logic, pp. 421 ff. -S. C. Vidyabhasana. See also Tattvacintamani' with 
the: Didhiti-vivrti (pp. 233 ff) by Gadadhara Bhattacarya (BI).> 


7 Annambhatta gives the following definition of vyapti-‘ Hetu-samanadhi: | 
karanatyantabhavapratiyogi-sadhya-samanadhikaran yam vyaptih ’—vyapti is : 
the occurrence of the hetu in the locus of the sadhya which is not the 
counter—positive of any atyantabhava (constant negation) co-present with ~ | 
the hetu, Commentators however are not satisfied with this circumlocution : | 
for there is still a doubt as to whether the hetu and sadhya are all 


s 
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' things denoted by the words or Only individual things referred to on 
im: - Particular occasions. That the former meaning is to be taken js made 
Clear by the Insertion of the term ‘avacchinna’ and the definition is thus 
enlarged by Nila kantha='H, etu-samanadhikaranatvantabhava- Pratiyogita’- 
navacchedaka-sadhvatavacchedakavacchinna sadhya — samanadhikarana—yrttj 
hetu favacchedakatvam?-V yapti signifies being the limitor of “etuta residing 
in a thing Occurring in the same locus with a sadhya that is limited by 
the limitor of the Sadhjata, but is not the limitor of the counter— 
Positiveness of the constant absence (atyantabhava) occurring 1n- the same 
locus with the hery (See Tarkasangraha with Dipika, p. 35; Notes, pp. 
244 ff-Athalye and Bodas, also-Vyaprih sadhyavad- 
anyasminnasambandha udahrtah. 68 | 
atha vg hetuman-nisthaviraha’ prati yogina; 
sadhyena hetor aikadhikaranyam vyaptir ucyate. 69 — 


Bhasa-pariccheda of Visvanatha has discussed the second definition at 
length in his Siddhantamuktavali, 


8 See the third definition of ye@pti in Vyapti-pancaka and its commentary 
by Mathuranatha (Materials.., Pp. 134) :-* Sadh J avat— pratiyogika’nyonya- 
bhava’ samanadhikaranyam’-the hetu’s having a different locus from that 
of a mutual absence whose counter—positive is a locus of sadhya, 
Commentary-sadhyavat—pratiyogik anyonyabhaveti hetau sadhyavat — 
_Pratiyogikanyonyabhavadhikarana-nirapita—vettivabhava ity arthah, 
anyonyabhavag ca Pratiyogi—avrttitvena ViseSaniyah, tena sadhyavato 
vyasajya—vrtt i--dharmavacchinna—-pra tiyogitakanyonyabhavavati hetor 
Vrttau api nasambhavah. 
‘A mutual absence whose counter—positiye is a locus of sadhya ’— 
The meaning is: When there is an absence of occurrentness resident 
in ketu and described by a locus of a mutual absence whose counter-— 
Positive is a locus of sadhya, the mutual absence must be specified as 
not occurring in its counter—positive, so that there will be no impossibility 
even though the hetu occurs in the locus of a mutual absence of locus 
of sadhya the counter-positiveness to which absence is limited by a 
vyasajya-vrtti pro perty. 


9 Yady api dravyam gunakarmanyatvavigista~sattyad ity adau vis‘ista-~ 
sattayah suddha-~sattayag caikyat sadhyavadanyasmin gunada@v avrttitvam 
nasti,tathapi hetutavacchedaka—ra P2na'vrttitvarh vacyam, hetutavaccheda. 

: | Karh vrttitanavacehedakam iti phalito’rthah (-Siddhanta Muktavali, 68. 


: » 10 -See ‘The Nyaya-Vaitesika System of Philosophy’, pp. 410 ff. -Satkari 
ae $i ~~ Mookerjee—in The Cultural Heritage of India, Vol 1-( Ramkrishna 
Mek, _ ° Centenary Memorial, . Vol. 1, Calcutta)-There is not much material on 
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the Navya-Nyaya methodology and Prof. Ingalls has rendered unique 
service to Indian logic and philosophy by collecting systematically and 
appreciatively ‘Materials for the study of Navya—Nyaya logic >. This 


,chapter, as said above, is mostly based on the work of Prof. Ingalls to 


which I here acknowledge my debt. I have also sought guidance and 


corroboration from Mr. Diksit’s Thesis on ‘Indian Logic-Its Problems 
as treated by its Schools’ ( Appendix 2—The Neo- Naiyayika's Technical 
Termioology and his definitions of Vyapii expressed with the help 
thereof’). Mr. Diksit was kind enough to lend his thesis to me though 
it was not yet printed. My debt to these authors is greater than could 
ordinarily be permitted, and the formidable nature of Navya—Nyaya 
terminology cai b2 th: only excuse, however fe2>12, for it. 








CHAPTER 17 


DIALECTICAL CRITICISM IN OTHER VIDYAS 
( BRANCHES OF LEARNING ) 


Every branch of learning has its own set of pramanas 
(sources of knowledge) and its own methodology and arrives 
at its conclusions as a result of dialectical] examination of 
topics. This is as much true of ArthaSastra and Dharmasastra, 
Vyakarana-Sastra, Kavya-sastra. Ayurveda, Kama-Ssastra and 
the like as of Darsina—sasiea and Pramana-Sastra. In this 
chapter we shall briefly discuss the element of dialectical] 
criticism in the works of some of the vidya@s other than 
DarSana-sastra and Pramana-sastra. 


Dialectical Criticism in works on Dharma-é astra and ‘Artha-Sastra 


The growth of Dharma-Sastra has witnessed three main 
stages of development though religion has always been assumed | 
to be the final arbiter—the period (i) when political institutions 
were -gradually emerging, (ii) When economic and political 
considerations assumed a dominant role, as is evident in 
Kautilya’s Arthasastra (third or second century B.C.) and 
the Narada-Smrti (100 A.D) and (iii) the period of the 
re-assertion of the dominance of Dharma-sastra over Artha— 
Sastra as in the days of Y@inavalkya-Smrti (100-300 A.D.) 
according to which the legal texts of Dharma-sastra are 
more authoritative than the Artha-Sastra. We shall consider 
here mainly the Artha-sastra of Kautilya as its approach is 
dialectical in method and pragmaticin aim. Kautilya professes 
to have taken into consideration in the preparation of his 
work the views of almost all the earlier Acaryas who had set 
forth the legal and political code for the acquisition and 
protection of land. He commences with a salutation to Sukra 
and Brhaspati, who are also Known to be the founders of the 
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Lokayata system besides being early law-givers and so who 
were outright non-religious in their attitude, 


We shall at the outset note a few topics in the Artha- 
sastra which bear evidence of dialectical thought in the legal 
and political literature of India. In ArthasSastra 1-2 Wautilya 
enumerates the major branches of learning ( vidya) which 
should form part of a prince’s education. Anviksiki (Dialectic), 
Trayi ( Vedas ), Vartta (Trade and Commerce ), Danda-niti 
(Political Science) are the major Vidyas. He cites the views of 
earlier writers. According to Manu and his followers, Tray3, 
Vartta and Dandaniti are the Vidyas, because Anviksiki is 
only a branch: of Trayi, This shows that these law-—givers 
were prepared to accept logic and dialectic only in so far as 
it served to interpret the Vedic teachings -and was in accord- 
ance with them. What is important is that Kautilya gives 
the reason why a school held a particular view. The school 
of Brhaspati was of the view that Vartta and Dandaniti are 
the only two vidyas, for Trayi is merely a cloak used in order 
to convince people by those who know how to maintain the 
social order. .USanas and his followers accept Dandaniti alone 
as a Vidya because all the other branches are connected with 
it. Kautilya himself recognises all the four vidyas mentioned 
in the beginning though he regards Anviksiki ( the science 
of ratiocination or dialectic) as a controlling force in all 
decisions. The problem is : A prince has to be educated. What 
should be his different disciplines? Kautilya, it can be seen, 
discusses this topic in the following way. First he states his 
own view. Then he mentions the different views and accounts 
for them by stating reasons. Finally he re-states his own view 


which is meant to Supersede the others as being the most 
comprehensive, : 


~ Discussing Dandaniti (1. 4), Kautilya says that according 
to the Acaryas, the Kinp’s danda (power to restrain or control) 
is the best means to bring about law and order. But 
Kautilya disagrees. The subjects soon get disgusted with 
a King who exercises authority harshly as they make little 
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of a weak one. But a King moderate and discriminating in 
his governance is held in high esteem. One who is unrestrained 
Or ill-disciplined on account of his passion or hot temper 
or just indifference incites to agitation even the vanaprasthas 
and the parivrajakas (wandering sannyasins), much more so 
the grhasthas (house-holders). And if he cannot wield power 
at all he gives rise to a situation in which Might is Right: 
He can command awe only by the discriminating use of 
danda.—-Here also the dialectical method is adopted. 

Let us take another example which is even more interesting 
from our point of view--tbhe topic (1. 8) of the recruitment of 
ministers, Bharadvaja’s view is that the King’s -co-students 
should be made ministers as the King would have full knowledge 
of their integrity and abilities and so could have confidence in 
them. Visalaksa demurs because they would take him lightly 
on account of their being his playmates. But those who share 
a secret with him should be made ministers as they would 
have common character, conduct and passion. They would be 
exposing and involving themselves in trying to give out the 
King’s secret and so they would never commit any offence. 
as he also would be sharing their secret. The Parasaras argue: 
that this fault is there in either case. The King also, would’ 
have to act according to their wishes as they would be sharing 
his secret. The King becomes a slave to as many persons as 
he divulges his secret to. So only those should be made 
ministers who would stand by him in adversities, even in those 
likely to involve loss of life, as their love for him would be 
thus put to the test. Pisuna differs. Such people would be 
highly devoted but they would not have the quality of intelll- 
gence. So only those should be appointed ministers who being 
appointed to undertake activities calculated to bring about a 
certain gain or benefit would accomplish the task accordingly 
or even better than estimated, because the King would be 
awate of their merits. Kaunapadanta does not agree for such 
persons would not be endowed with the other qualities 
essential by way of the equipment of ministers. Those related 
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on the father’s side to the King should be appointed ministers 
as he would be fully aware of their pure character. And being 
his kinsmen they would not abandon him evenif he were to 
misbehave, as this tendency is found even in the animals. But, 
Vatavyadhi’s contention is that these relations would control 
everything of the King as if they were the real masters. 
Therefore those who are well-versed in the Political Science 
and are fresh (and so not hardened in the routine) should be 
appointed as ministers. Such freshers would look upon the 
King as a substitute of Yama and so would not commil any 
offence. Bahudantiputra says that this is not true. Such a person 
may have theoretical knowledge but being one without practical 
experience he would land into trouble. Therefore one should 
appoint as ministers those who are of noble birth and are 
intelligent, pure, devoted and brave. Kautilya says that there is 
truth in all these views. A person’s efficency is known by the 
efficiency of his actions. 


It can be seen that here a view is put forth along with 
a reason to support it; then its drawback is shown and another 
opinion is set forth with a reason to support it. This is again 
repudiated and a third view is stated and so on, till the final 
view is expressed, which is expected to be followed. This treat- 
ment of topics is in a truly dialectical mode. 


_ There is a similar discussion where Kautilya treats the 
topic of the number of councillors (mantrin) a King should 
have and how he should seek their counsel without very much 
divulging his secret move and thus landing into trouble. 
According to the Manavas, the mantri--parisad (council) should 
consist of twelve Persons, according to the Barhaspatyas of 
sixteen, according to the Ausanasas of twenty, whereas 
Kautilya says that it all depends on the need and their efficiency. 
Kautilya, it may be noted in passing, gives a very rational 
interpretation of Indra’s being ‘sahasraksa’ —his mantri—parisad 
consists of a thousand ;sis, they are his eyes so even while 
having two eyes he is said to have a thousand eyes (1. 15. 57). 
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This will suffice to illustrate the dialectical mode of 
treatment in Kautilya’s ArthaS@stra as also that adopted in 
works on law and political science. 


Dialectical Criticism in works on Vyakarana-Ssastra (Grammar) 


The Pratisakhyas are perhaps the earliest works on Grammar 
that we know of. They were known to Yaska also who refers 
to them in discussing whether samhita is pada-prakrti (the 
source of words, or having words as the cause—pada-prakrtih 
samhita--Nirukta 1. 17). We canrot say anything definitely 
regarding the date of the Pratisakhyas, but we can certainly 
form some idea of the method of treatment adopted in them 
from the extant treatises, though these are of a comparatively 
late origin. The author of the Rk-Pratisakhya while mentioning 
his own view quotes or refers to the views of a number of 
acaryas on the same subject (see Pajala1. 15-16, 46, 51, 63- 
64, 75; 2. 16-17; 11. 17-21, ete... But the style of the 
Pratisakhyas being sfitra-like, the author does not give an 
exposition of these views of other Acaryas or criticise them. 


There 1s ample evidence to indicate that different schools 
of Vyakarana and Nirukta were in existence when Ydaska 
(seventh century B. C.) wrote his famous commentary WNirukta 
on the Nighaniu. Nirukta itself isa remnant ofa vast Nirukta 
literature, even as Panini’s Asiadhyayi alone has survived the 
numerous systems of grammar such as those of Sakalya, 
Sakatayana, Gargya, Galava, Senaka, Sphotayana, Bharadvaja, 
Apisali, Kasakrtsna, Vyadi, Vajapayana and Pauskarasadi. 
Among the teachers mentioned by Yaska, there are four, viz. 
Sakatayana. Gargya, Galava and Sakalya who are credited 
with having founded their respective schools of grammar and 
whose works seem to have been existing even in the days of 
Panini ( fifth or fourth century B.C.) It may be assumed 
from this that there must have been much discussion on 
different problems of Grammar. 


The style of Ydaska’s Nirukta is highly dialectical in 
character. He presents problems in the form ofa controversy. 
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For instance, he raises the question whether word is eternal 
by quoting the view of Audumbarayana that it is ‘indriyanitya’ 
and urging the contingencies involved and then showing how 
these difficulties do not arise even if word is regarded as 
eternal ( Nirukta 1.1), Yaska has similarly discussed the 
question whether prepositions(upasarga) have any meaning 
by themselves or only when connected with a noun or verb, 
and quotes different views on the point (Nirukta, 1. 3). He 
further relates the controversy between Sakatayana and the 
Nairuktakas on the one hand and Garegya and the Vaiyakaranas 
on the other (1. 12 ff) in respect of the reducibility of all 
nouns to roots (Namany akhyatajaniti Sakatayano Nairukta- 
samayas cu; na sarvanitiGargyo Vaiyakarananam caike--Nirukta 
1. 12). He gives the arguments of the respective schools, and 
ultimately sides with Sakatayana and the Nairuktakas. He 
has also given a detailed exposition of Kautsa’s view that 
maniras carry no meaning (anarthaka mantrah). Citing the 
arguments advanced by Kautsa in support of his view, he 
refutes them at length ( Nirukta, 1 15 ff). He repeatedly 
Stresses that if the etymology of a word cannot be traced, or 
if a mantra cannot be properly interpreted, one must not 
jump to rash conclusions such as that all words cannot be 
reduced to roots, or mantras are meaningless; the fault lies 
with the man ard not with the science as such. It is not the 
fault of a post that a person does not see it and bangs against 
it (naisa sthénor aparadho yad enam andho na pasyati; purusa- 
paradhah sa bhavati -~-Nirulctg 1. 16). Similarly in the seventh 
chapter of the Nirukig he has given a dialectical exposition 
of the classification of the deities, their form, their concomitants 
and so on and referred to the views of different schools and 
teachers. He gives at places the interpretation of Vedic legends 
as attempted by the Nairuktas and the Aitihdsikas and others 
(see Nirukta 2. 16), 


Yaska’s’ mode of treatment is throughout dialectical in 
character, and at places, especially when a controversial problem 
is being discussed, one feels as if one were reading a work 
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of the same category as Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma- 
satra, of course making concessions for the difference in style. 
When referring to the parvapaksin’s argument which he wants 
to refute, he introduces it by ‘yatho etat’? (Nir. |. 14 ff ) 
meaning ‘as to what you said against us’. Yaska’s Nitukta is 
a work of great importance from the point of view of the 
growth of dialectical criticism. 


The Asiadhyayi of Panini is the first extant systematic 
work of Grammar in India. Panini mentions the names of 
Acaryas who held different views: at times he states the 
piirva-paksa_ (prima-facie view) and refutes it (e.g. in, 1. 2: 
SIff), but on the whole we have a direct presentation rather 
than a dialectical exposition of the subject. The V&rttikas of 
Katyayana (350 B.C.) consider whether anything has been 
omitted in the satras of Panini that should have been stated, 
and whether there is in them anything that is superfluous, 
faulty or objectionable.2 As Kielhorn says, the object of the 
Varttikas is to discuss, without bias or prejudice, such objec- 
tions as might be raised against the rules of Panini’s grammar. 
He tries both to justify Panini by defending him against 
unfounded criticism and to correct, reject and add to the 
rules laid down by him where defence and justification are 
not possible. The varttikas thus furnish £00d specimens of 
dialectical criticism of that early period.% In explaining the 
satras, Katyayana adopts the method which js generally used 
in dealing with an adhikaranu (topic) by stating the parvapaksa, 
answering the points raised and finally giving the siddhanta. 
He also explains grammatical points on the analogy of 
commonsense experience and behaviour as also Vedic practice 
and from the experience of the world, from nature, and from > 
nyayas or maxims like those of the Dharma. Sastra.* His 
seeking confirmation from Vedic and Worldly usage and: 


practice is noteworthy from the point of view of dialectics. 


The Mahabhasya of Pataijali. (150 B.C.) is in the first 
instance a commentary or critical discussion on the Varttikas 
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of Katyayana; it isalso a commentary on the satras of Panini 
as the istis are original varttikas on such satras of Panini as 
called for Patafijali’s remarks. Patafjali mentions his own 


view boldly where he differs from the Varttikas of Katyayana.? 


Patafijali’s work is called Mahabhasya (Great Commentary) 
inasmuch as it is not only a treatise on Grammar but also 
the fountain source of all nyayas.6 The spirit of independent 
thought, combined with keen critical acumen and deep under- 
standing, pervades the whole of the Mahabhasya. The Maha. 
bhasya uot only comments on the sa#fras and the varttikas, 
but also discusses critically the necessity of these s&tras and 

varttikas, Patafijali shows hereia that’ some of the sf@fras are 
not necessary, and at places disagrees with the criticism of 
Panini by the Varttikakdra and supports Panini’s position by 
forceful arguments. He proves his point by analogy with 
nyayas current in the world. The first @hnika of the Mahabhasya 
is named ‘Paspasahnika’. The word ‘paspaSa’ is derived from 
the root ‘spas’ which means ‘to see, observe, consider’, This 
ahnika treats of the preliminaries of the Vyakarana-Sastra and 
refutes the arguments of Others, that is to say, is dialectical in 
character. As a matter of fact, grammar can be said to have 
been the first science to give scope to d alectical presentation 
as Mimamsa gave the dialectic of interpretation. The first 
ahnika is very interesting inasmuch as it shows how philo- 
sophical problems were raised and how philosophical speculations 
entered the field of grammar as a result of contact with 
different schools of thought. It also illustrates Patafyali’s 
dialectical skill in the treatment of controversial points, though 
the other ahnikas too give us an idea of Patafjali’s mode of 
dialectical criticism and of his dialectical skill, especially when 
he gives a clear exposition of the varttikas or refutes the view 
of the Varttikakara where he differs from him. 

Enunciating the subject SabdanuSasana, the science where- 
in the derivation of words is explained, Pa‘anjali “says that 
both the current (laukika) words as also the Vedic words 
are treated in the satras of Panini, Then he raises a question, 
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“When one says ‘ gauh’, what is Sabda? ( gauh ity atra kah 
Sabdah }--The object with the dew-lap, etc. ?” No, it is called 
dravya (substance). Is it then its movement, etc. ? No, these are 
called Ariya (action). Is it the whiteness, blueness, etc. ? No, 
these are called guna (quality). Is it then the s@manya (universal) 
which exists unaffected even when the individuals are broken 
or destroyed. ? No, this is designated @krti. What is Sabda 
then? Sabda is that on the utterance or manifestation of which 
the correct knowledge of the object with the dewlap, tail, etc. 
is produced; or the sound whose meaning is known is Sabda. 
This is clear from the fact that one wko makes Sabda (sound, 


noise) is told; ‘Make Sabda’, ‘Do not make Sabda’, ‘This boy 
makes Sabda’. Hence Sabda siguifies dhvani." 


Patanjali then introduces the topic of the benefits that 
accrue from the study of grammar, and later goes on ‘to 
discuss the method thatis to be adopted in the exposition of 
Sabdanusasana Should a list of correct words be given or 
of corrupt words? It can be done in either way; since the 
other set can be inferred. But which is the better of the two 
methods ? The enumeration of correct words is simpler and 
shorter, since for every correct word there are many corrupt 
(apabhramSa) forms of it (e.g. for gawk, we have gavi, gon, 
gota, gopotalika, etc.’. Moreover in this method we have the 
additional advantage of the direct enumeration of the words 
that we require.® 


Patafijali’s dialectical mode of treatment becomes apparent 
from these illustrations. He raises a question and puts forth a 
number of alternative solutions asking each time if a particular 
alternative is possible and denying it by giving reasons for this 
denial, and finally gives his own view supporting it by reasons. 
Other questions similarly raised and treated are: ‘‘Should an 
inventory of all correct words be given?” ‘‘Does a word signify 
genus or individual?” ‘Is sabda eternal (nitya) or an effect 
(karya)?”? It may be noted that, as Pataijali observes, the 
question whether Subda is eternal or an effect was examined 
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800 | Indian Dialectics 


earlier in the ‘Sangraha’ of Vyadi, wherein arguments on both 
sides of the question were put forth. 

This serves as an introduction tothe first Var/tika which 
runs as follows—* siddhe sabdartha-sambandhe lokato’rtha- 
prayukte sabda-prayoge  astrena dharma-niyamah yatha 
laukika—-vaidikesu’—When word. its meaning and their connec- 
tion are known to be eternal (siddha) from the world and 
word is used only in such meanings as are current there, the 
SAstra enjoins the use of correct words for the sake of dharma 
as in the case of matters, worldly and vedic. Patanjali treats 
in detail. the meanings of siddhe, artha, etc. and discusses 
why if siddha means eternal, the word ‘nitya’ is not used, 
Whether artha denotes genus or individual, and how the 
compound ‘sabdarthasambandhe’ should be dissolved in view 
of the word ‘siddha’ (eternal) and so on. Patanjali gives a 
definition of ‘nitya’ and shows therein his acquaintance with 
Kitasthavada (doctrine of absolute unchangingness ) and 
Parinamavada (doctrine of transformation or persistence in the 
midst of change). The meaning of the first varttika having been 


explained, a doubt is raised whether a word that is not current _ 


in the world (Kesar usa, tera, cakra, peca) is correct or not, 
since it has been said that a word is used in only such 
meanings as are current in the world. Here the controversy 
is very interesting and consists of witty repartees and powerful 
arguments on either side. One almost feels driven to quote 
it in its full length. The topic is forcefully set forth at the 
outset as follows ; “ It is contradictory to say that there are 
words but they are not in usage; if they are there they could 
not have fallen out of use, and if they have fallen out of 
use, they cannot exist. You use words and say in the same 
breath that they are out of -use. Moreover, only usage can 
determine the correctness of words.” The opponent is allowed 
to ask questions even while the arguments in support of the 
conclusion to be arrived at are being advanced. Katyayana 
himself seems to have raised the doubt whether a word that 





a 





Dialectical Criticism in... $01 


JS not current in the world is correct or not since it has been 
Said that it is used in such meanings as are current in the 
world. 


Another dialectical problem connected with the interpre. 
tation of the V@rttika is : Does dharma (merit, good) accrue 
from the knowledge of correct words or from the use of 
correct words? (kim punah Sabdasya jnane dharmah ahosyit 
prayoge)? And if dharma accrues from knowledge so also 
will adharma (sin) accrue for he who knows correct words knows 
their corrupt forms also: or greater adharma will accrue since 
for every correct word there are more than one corrupt forms. 
If dharma be said to accrue from Pprayoga (use) of correct 
words, the whole world will get dharma and the effort of the 
students of grammar will be fruitless. A humorous remark js 
made that it is also seen that those who have studied grammar 
are not able to use words correctly whereas those who have not 
are able to do so, hence the fruit will also be reversed. Therefore 
according to Katyayana, dharma accrues from Prayoga (use of 
correct words) backed by the study of grammar. Patanjali seems 
to differ and so opens the topic again : Or let dharma accrue 
only from knowledge. Sabda pramana says that dharma results 
from the knowledge of correct words and not that adharma 
results from the knowledge of corrupt words, so there is no 
difficulty. A fine argument advanced is: A well-sinker though 
he is stuck in the mud and is covered with dust in the process 
of sinking a well, gets himself rid of: the mud and dust 
with water as seen as he reaches it and gets plenty of z0o0d 
from it. Even so though adharma May accrue from the know- 
ledge of corrupt forms, yet since this leads to knowledge of 
correct forms, dharma would rise from this latter, and this 
dharma destroying the effect of the adharma would lead to 
much good.°® 7 

Patanjali like a true bhasyakara has made it a practice to 
leave nothing unexplained, to raise questions that might have 
been implied in the original and to discuss them dialectically 
and philosophically. He does not fail to discuss in this way 
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even the method adopted by him or expected to be adopted by 
one giving an exposition. Patanijali, as said earlier, has made 
use of a number of varieties of tarka, arguments urging an 
undesirable contingency if the opponent’s view is accepted. In 
Short, Patafijali’s Mahabhaésya can stand a fair comparison with 
the works of Dharmakirti and Kumiarila, and one even feels 
a bit surprised that works on grammar appear to be more 
advanced in respect: of dialectical criticism than the works of 
other Szstras including DarSana-Sastra. But as a matter of fact 
there is no real ground for surprise. This might be so because 
to the Vedic Aryans speech appeared to have far-reaching 
consequences in the context of Vedic sacrifices and occult 
rites and hence the early thinkers must have been driven to 
attempt to understand the relation of word and meaning and 
to go deep into the mystery of speech. But there is also a 
deeper reason for this. Human speech and thought are so inti- 
mately related that it is but natural that language should be 
the earliest subject that was discussed philosophically. The rela- 
tion of word and meaning must have first puzzled thinkers and 
attracted philosophical interest in the development of human 
reasoning. We find Patajfijali giving expression to many such 
inquiries and systematically recording in hisown oliginal way the 
discussions and controversies carried on by the thinkers with 
others and with their own minds. Patafjali thus is a very good 


instance of an early dialectician who can go deep into the 
subtleties of thought. 


We have seen that philosophical problems pertainiig to 
the eternity or otherwise of Sabda (word), the relation of word 
and meaning and the like came to be discussed in the school 
of Grammar from even before the times of Yaska (seventh 
century B.C.), and associated with these was the problem of 
change or modification. The six bhava-vikaras (modes: of be- 
coming) were analysed and propounded by Varsyayani and both 
Yaska and Patafijali quote his words (‘jayate asti viparinamate 
vardhate’paksiyate vinaSyati’ ), Patafijali gives a very good 
definition of two kinds of nityata@ (eternality)—katastha (abso- 
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lutely unchanging) and parinamin (changing, undergoing modi- 
fication ). The grammarians generally hold that $abda being . 
eternal cannot be modified; .even when sandhi takes place, 
another letter is substituted, but words do not undergo a change. 
The influence of different trends of philosophical thought, 
especially of Samkhya, Vedanta, Saivism, came to be felt even 
in non-metaphysical subjects, e.g. Vyakarana, Kavya-Sastra, 
etc. and made the propounders of these subjects treat their 
categories in their light. This inspired later grammarians, notably 
Bhartrhari (fifth century A.D.) and others to go ahead, and we 
find Bhartrhari and others speaking of Sabda-Brahman (Logos) 
and evolving a philosophy of Language. In the opening verse 
of the Vakyapadiya, Bhartrhari has referred to the doctrine 
of vivarta (unreal projection; according to some vivarta= 
parinama) with a view to show the process by which the 
world is said to have evolved in the shape of artha (object, 
meaning) from the imperishable Sabda-tattva. The Grammarians 
especially those coming after Bhartrhari regard Sabda as identi- 
cal with Brahman. This shows the eminence to which Vak, 
speech was raised as a philosophical subject and the amount 
of thinking and contemplation that enabled the thinkers to 
arrive at this conclusion. To them Sabda is not just a lifeless 
mechanism invented as a symbol for denoting an object, but 
represents the thought-stuff which accounts for the creation 
of the world. This sabda is of the nature of Sphoja. 

The Vaiyakaranas, the Mim4armsakas and the Naiyayikas 
in particular have devoted much attention to, and indulged in, 
polemics in connection with the doctrine of Sphozia; entire 
prakaranas (manuals) were written to support and confute this 
doctrine. The doctrine of Sphota can be clearly traced from 
the times of Patafijali if not earlier (-it may be noted that 
Panini mentions one Sphotayana-), but it gained strength and 
greater importance after the philosophical speculations of 
Bhartrhari (see Vakya padiya 1.23, 73 ff). Later grammarians, 
especially Sesakrsna (1600 A, D.), Bhattoji Diksita (1630 A, D.), 
Kondabhatta (Bhattoji’s nephew) and NageSa (latter part of 
seventeenth century) have dealt with the problem of Sphota 
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in greater detail and advanced arguments in defence of Sphoza. 
Their works are of a dialectical character and they have shown 
prolixity in enunciating as many as eight different forms of 
Sphota—varna-spho ta, pada-sphota, vak ya-sphota, akhandapada- 
sphota, akhanda-vakya-sphota, varnajati-sphota, padajati-sphota, 
vak yajati-sphota (see Bhattoji’s Sabdakaustubha in which all 
these classifications have been dealt with). In order to show 
that Sphota alone is expressive of sense, NageSa attempts to 
explain the origin of vak with reference to cosmogony. After 
the annihilation of the cosmic world, accompanied by a 
complete cessation of all activity, Maya, the creative function 
is finally absorbed in the infinite consciousness. When the 
Supreme being feels the necessity of creation, His potentiality 
takes the form of a bindu—a subile point retaining in itself 
immense power and combining the three gunas. This is, in 
reality, an inexhaustible source of energy ($akti-tattva). The 
unconscious part is called biju; the part representing a mixture 
of both cit (consciousness) and acit (unconsciousness ) is 
Knowa as na@da(sound) and the intelligent element is called 
bindu. Regarded as the ultimate source of al! forms of vak, 


this nada is called Sabda—-brahman.'® The inspiration of the 
Tantrika school is evident here. 


Coming to Bhartrhari again, though his mode of treatment 
is generally a direct one, he at times criticises the views of 
other schools of thought. Vatsyayana, the author of the 
Nyaya-Satra states in his definition of perception (1. 1. 4.) 


that it is avyapadesya (inexpressible); that is to say, words do 


not form a part of perceptual knowledge though it may be 
convey d in terms of words. The Buddhists hold that words 
refer to only concepts and have no reference whatsoever to 
reality. Bhartrhari on the other hand is emphatically of the 
opinion that there can be no knowledge without words which 
enter into the very texture of all knowledge. It is only through 
the instrumentality of vak that the internal consciousness 
assumes an audible form and communication is possible. ‘No 
language, no thought’ argues Bhartrhari. Bhartrhari further 
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says that vak represents all different branches of science and 
arts, and that names or distinguishing Stamips are given to 
obiects only through the medium of vak, otherwise the world 
would have remained an unnameable and indiscernible concate-_ 
Nation of things. Definition and Classification have been 
made possible only by virtue of vak.11 Bhartrhari has taken 
note of the different views current among the ancient teachers 
in respect of the origin of sound. and has shown how air, 
atom and knowledge have each-been’ treated as capable of 
developing into Sabda.12 : 3 : 
Bhartrhari has similarly discussed the view of the Pada- 
vadins and the Vakyavading among the grammarians. Though 
the adherents of the doctrine of sphoia take all Sabda to be 
indivisible and eternal and look upon all disintegration ( e.2. 
of a word into prakrti and pratyaya) as purely artificial, the 
value of such a procedure that furnishes an instrument to get 
at the meaning of words cannot be denied. There are three 
forms in which words generally appear—sentence, inflected 
form and the radical element. Of these, a sentence is the 
logical unit or the significant part of speech. Words have no 
independent existence apart from a sentence. According to the 
Vakyavadins who take a sentence to be indivisible and the 
only significant unit, the analysis of a sentence in‘o its 
constituents i.e. padas is only artificial, but recourse is taken 
to this process however imaginary, as it provides the only 
means of showing the meaning of a sentence The Padavadins, 
on the other hand, hold that-padas are real and seek to prove 
the unreality of a va@kya as an indivisible unit. A sentence is 
nothing but an aggregate of padas and as such has no exist- 
ence apart from its constituents, viz, padas. The padas though 
essentially indivisible are analysed into prakrti and pratyaya in 
order to bring out their significance. The view of Panini and 
Patanjali as explained by Bhartrhari shows that they were on 
the side of the Vakyavadins.13 We need not pursue this inquiry 
further as this is sufficient to show that the dialectical mode of 
presentation was very much used in the schools of grammar also, 
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Sabda is pre-eminently the basis on which the structure 
of the grammatical science rests. As $ubda is intimately related 
to thought and logic, the scope of grammar becomes immensely 
wide. The categories of grammar, viewed widely, comprehend 
almost all those enumerated by the VaiSesikas — jati-vyakti, 
samanadhikaranya (co-inherence), samavaya, hetu and karana, 
dravya, guna, sambandha, avayava—avayavin, prakrti-vikrti and 
Sakti (potency ). The inclusion of Sakti in the grammatical 
catagories is a departure from the Nyaya-VaiSesika view-point. 
The grammarians regard space and time ( dik-ka/a) not as 
dravya as the Naiyayikas do, but as Sakti inherent in objects. 
The concept of anvaya-vyatireka iscommon to both grammar 
and logic from very early times. Language has moreover its 
peculiar logic, that is to say, it follows a number of principles, 
as one finds in the rules of grammar, e.g. A verb should agree 
with the subject in number and person and so on, These 
paribhasas or generalised statements have been classified as 
(a) vacaniki, used as sfitra by older gra .marians; (b) jrapaka, 
deduced from the interpretation of Panini’s rules; (c) nyaya— 
referring to the axioms either taken from the experience 
of ordinary life or established by logical deductions. There 
are two forms of nyaya—nyaya siddha (logical deduction), and 
lokanyaya-siddha (whose truth is proved by the facts of daily 
life; e.g. (na v@) sannipatu-laksano  vidhir animittam tad- 
vighatasya ( Katyayana’s Paribhasa@-varttika, 2 und-_r 1.1 39 ) 
—That which is taught in a rule the application of which 
is occasioned by the combination ( of two things ), does not 
become the.cause of the destruction of that combination. This 
( paribhasa ) is founded on the maxim that one must not be 
the cause of the destruction of that wherefrom it derives its 
very existence. 


Thus grammar like all philosophical systems has its own 
categories and is ultimately based on principles that are strictly 
rational. The study of grammar on philosophical lines started 
mainly with Patafijali who in his Mahabhasya has given the 
problems of grammar a philosophical character. The system of 
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grammar has been treated by Madhavacarya in his SarvadarsSana- 
sangrahaas a system of philosophy (Paniniya-dairSana) Grammar . 
at a very early period ceased to be looked upon as merely 
an artifice, and was regarded as embodying the principles of 
spontan.ous growth. A careful study of Patafjali’s Mahabhasya 
enabled Bhartrhari to explain the principles of grammar from 
a purely philosophical stand point. With him grammar became | 
a real philosuphy of language and he himself treated it.as 
such. The philosophy of Grammar is a very good instance 
showing how in early times man’s urge to know and his 
reasoning faculty accompanied by some intuitive insight could 
take him to philosophical heights. 

Grammar has influenced KavyaSastra (Poetics) to a very 
great extent as can te seen from the classification of the 
figures of speech, especially upama@ (simile), and the treatment 
of sphota, meaning of word and the like problems. The disci- 
pline that has greatly encroached upon the field of grammar 
is Logic which has given the stamp of subtlety to all later 
speculations on grammar, The advent of the school of Navya- 
Nyaya with its precise though scholastic construction and 
phraseology exercised such a tremendous influence on.grammar 
that it became almost impossible to free the later grammatical 
speculations from the grip of Neo-logic. Jagadisa (the author 
of the Sabdasakti-praka@sika@) and Gadadhara (the author of the 
Vyutpattivada) have treated the problems of grammar in such 
a way as to turn grammar into a branch of study offering 
immense opportunities for the display of logical niceties, Their 
works though dealing with grammatical topics pertain. more 
to logic than to grammar as such. Nevertheless this adds .to 
the clarification of the grammatical topics as well. 

This will give an idea of what proliferation grammar 
acquired mainly due to dialectical inquiries and criticisms and 
discussions with adherents of other schools. Dialectical criticism 
within the schools of grammar itself has helped immensely in 
the development of grammatical theories and given it the 
status of a system of philosophy (darsana). 

J-102 
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Dialectical Criticism in works on Kavyasastra (Poetics) 

In the field of Poetics likewise we find much by way of 
growth as a result of dialectical examination and refutation 
of theories, and the gradual rise and development of the 
schools of Rasa (sentiment), Alankara, Riti (style) and Dhvani 
(suggestion) and Vakrokti (artistic expression). These theories 
were not really in conflict with one another for all recognised 
that rasa, etc. are indispensable in good literature. But different 
schools attached relatively more importance to any one of 
these than to the rest, and this accounts for the different 
definitions of kavya. Important questions pertaining to rasa 
that were asked and attempted to be answered in different 
ways were: Where does rasa reside? What is the nature of 
rasa ? How is it evolved and realised ? How many rasas are 
there ? and so on 

These gave rise to different Phe rica VIZ. Utpattivada of 
Lollata, Anumitivada of Sankuka, Bhuktivada of Bhatta Nayaka 
(about 1000 A.D.) and Abhivyaktivada of Abhinavagupta 
(980-1020 A. D.) and his followers like Mammata (1050-1100 
A.D), Hemacandra and others, holding respectively that rasa 
is produced, inferred, relished and manifested through suggestion. 
_The significance of ‘alanka@ra’, the recognition of the importance 
of alankara in kavya, and the number of alankaras recognised have 
also varied from time to time Bhamaha (seventh century) and 
Dandin along with Udbhata (800 A.D.), Rudra,a (ninth century) 
and Pratiharenduraja (tenth century) are the main exponents 
of the Alankara school, Vamana (about 800 A.D.) is the fore- 
most known representative of the Riti-school, and even 
Dandin gives a lengthy exposition of what are called ritis 
by others. Anandavardhana (ninth century) makes little 
of ritis; instead he dilates on safghatana (composition), 
and recommends that in a good kavya we must look for its 
inner or suggested meaning which is. its real essence. With 
the Dhvanivadins, notably Abhinavagupta, poetics turns into 
a subject that can stand logical treatment and results in a 
philosophy of poetry which sees in the aesthetic feel an 
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experience comparable to the spiritual éXperience of one 
who has realised Brahman though Bhatta Nayaka also earlier 
gave this very comparison. The Dhvani theory is controverted 
by Mahimabhatta (eleventh century), who in his Vyaktiviveka, 
sees no reason for recognising’ dhvani (Suggestion) as a special 
mode of thought because it can be subsumed under inference. 
Kuntaka, the author of the Vakrokti held that artistic expression 
(vakrokti) is the very life—breath of poetry. Before the theory of 
Dhvani secured general acceptance, it was fiercely criticised by 
Bhatta Nayaka, Pratiharenduraja, Mahimabhatta and others. 


Some of the problems and topics that came up most for 
discussion are : What is the distinguishing faculty that makes 
a poet—pratibha (genius or creative imagination) primarily, to be 
cultivated by vyutpatti ( study, scholarship’) and abhyasa 
(practice), or all the three together ? What is the definition 
of kavya? What is kavya conducive to? Should poetic con- 
ventions be adhered to? Should the ‘reading of kavya be 
encouraged, especially in view of the fact that it deals with 
unreal, imaginary things ? Are dosas (defects) positive or are 
they negations of gunmas (excellences), and similarly are gunas 
mere negations of dosas, or’are they positive in character ? 
How many rasas are there? There were also mutual criticisms 
and controversies with regard to minor and finer points. e.g. 
the kinds of poetry, the divisions of upama, the division of 
Slesa ( paronomasia ) into Sabda-Slesa and artha-Slesa and its 
relation to other figures of speech, interpretation.of expressions 
and figures of speech, meaning of words and the like topics.1* 


From this we can get an idea of the continuous growth 
Kavya-sastra or Alankara-Sastra witnessed through the centuries 
and the questions that were repeatedly asked and discussed 
and answered in connection with ka@vya (literature ), In this 
process, the knowledge of other branches of learning, especially 
grammar, logic and philosophy played an important part. The 
word ‘dhyani’ was borrowed from the grammarians who employed 
the word ‘dhvani’ to signify sound which manifests Sphota. 
The discussion as to the meaning of words (individual, genus, 
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etc.) iS mostly based on the Mahabhasya and the Vakyapadiya 
The subdivisions of upama@ (simile) have been based on the 
rules of grammar_by Bhamaha, Udbhata, Mammata, Visvanatha 
(fourteenth century) and others. Vamana deals in the fifth 
adhikarana of his Kavyalanka@ra-sitra with the grammatical 
purity of words and so does Bhamaha in the sixth pariccheda 
of his Kavyalankara. TarkaSastra deals with the denotative 
power (abhidha-Sakti) of words and the same topic 1s discussed 
in works on Poetics. Alankarikas regard anumana as a figure 
of speech, and the name Ka@vyalinga is also suggested by the 
Nyaya terminology, only here the lifiga is a poetical one, 
Mahimabhatta wrote his Vyaktiviveka, abounding in polemics, 
to establish that dhvani comes under anumana or logical 
inference; and Sankuka appears to have held that rasa is 
onumeya and the vibhavas are anumapaka. Logic and Grammar 
along with other disciplines are regarded as indispensable 
constituents of the equipment of a writer. 


The Pirva Mimamsa has similarly given some doctrines 
and figures of speech (e.g. arthapatti, parisankhya) to Poetics 
While discussing the meaning of words, the Alankarikas refer 
to the Abhihitanvayavada and Anvitabhidhanavada and even . 
admit their indebtedness to works on Vyakarana and PUurva- 
Mim4amsa The Buddhist theory of apoha is also referred to 
and criticised. In dealing with Bhatta Nayaka’s theory of rasa 
frequent reference is made to the three gunas of Samkhya’. 
philosophy. The word ‘bhoga’ recalls the Samkhya doctrine 
of the correlation of purusa and Prakrti, Philosophy, especially 
the Vedanta philosophy, has given rise to the concept of ‘the 
soul of poetry’ (kavyasya G@tma@) and some writers e.g. Bhatta 
Nayaka, Abhinavagupta, Mammata and Jagannatha (seven- — 
teenth century ) equate the state of rasa-realisation with that 
of Brahman-realisation. The view as to the state of rasa-reall- 
sation also differs according as the Samkhya or the Vedanta 
or the Pratyabhijfia view is adbered to. Thus the Alankarikas. 
derived their inspiration for the growth and dialectical examina- 
tion of the theories of poetics from different branches of 
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learning and schools of philosophical thought, and the mode. 
of exposition adopted in AlankdraSdstra  consequentyy - 
became all the richer. The later Alankdrikas did not even fail: 
to adopt the methodology of Navya-Nyaya for the discussion 
of their problems, Jagannatha’s Rasugatigadhara bears ample 
testimony to the influence on him of the Navya—Nyaya 
methodology and dialectical criticism of his age, so also do 
the works of Appayya Diksita and ViSveSvara. Discussion of 
poetical theories in this novel method adds clarity and precision 
both in thought and language, though at times this resultsin 
much hair-splitting. 

All theorists from Bhamaha or Dandin to Jagannatha 
regard Sabda (word) and artha (meaning) as constituting what 
they call the ‘body’ of poetry (ka@vya-Sarira). Vamana can be 
said to have initiated the search for the ‘soul’ of poetry 
(kavyasya G@tma) when he regarded riti (style, as the soul of 
poetry; the Dhvanikara i.e. Anandavardhana completes the 
metaphor when he defines the relation of the body and the soul 
of poetry ard implies in Dhvany@loka 2-7 that the suggestion 
of sentiment is this soul, the gu#as being compared to 
natural gualities like courage, etc. which inhere in it and the 
alankaras to external ornaments like bracelets which adorn 
the body. We shall consider the dialectical examination of a 
few problems of Alankara-Sastra as fourd in the works of 
some of the main Alankdrikas so as to form some estimate 
of their dialectical skill and modes. 


Dealing with the adornment of poetry, Bhamaha states that: 
its adornment, rapaka (metaphor) and the like, is propounded 
by some in several ways; even the charming face of a damsel . 
does not shine if stripped of ornament, Others say that rapaka 
and the like embellishments are extraneous; they 1egard the 
proper formation of words or grammatical correctness as 
adoroment. But the proper presentation of ideas is not the 
same as that. Bhamaha prefers a combination of both, viz 
elegant words and elegant ideas.'> Bhamaha attacks the two- 
fold classification of poetry into Vaidarbha and Gaudiya 
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( Kavya@lanhara 1.31-33). He warns the poets against making 
their poetry obscure, as of the character of prahelika 
(riddles), etc. If such compositions which are intelligible with 
the help of commentaries constitute poems. poetry means joy 
for wise men only, and the dull-witted persons are Gamned.'°® 
Bhamaha not recognising hetu, saksma and lesa as alankaras 
argues that the statement of matters of routine does not involve 
any artistic expression. “ The sun has set, the moon shines; 
birds fly to their nests”—Is all this poetry? Verily, it is a 
matter-of-fact description 17 Bhamaha contends that there is 
an element of ati$ayokti or vakrokti (artistic expression ) in 
all poetry (2.85-87). Bhamaha, it can be seen, states the views 
of others and then states and gives a brief exposition of his 
Own view, but his manner of refutation is not afully reasoned 
out One. Similarly, Dandin while discussing the controversy 
regarding the figure of speech in ‘/imipativa tamo’ngani...’ refers 
to the sentence-meaning according to the Naiyayikas and the 
Vaiyakaranas (Kavyadarsa, I} 226-233). 


In the Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana, we find discuss- 
ions which fully reveal his dialectical skill as also the dialec- 
tical modes prevalent at the time. We may, by way of an 
instance, consider Anandavardhana’s arguments establishing 
the independent existence of the suggested meaning apart 
from the expressed meaning. He initiates this dicussion in the 
first Uddyota (1 ff) of his work and carries it on and even 
improves upon itin the third Uddyota (33). Poets are justified 
in availing themselves initially of the conventional meaning 
though the suggested meaning is aimed at. Just as the 
purport of a sentence is grasped only through the meaning of 
individual words, so the knowledge of the suggested meaning 
is arrived at only through the medium of the expressed meaning. 
Though by its own power the word-import conveys the sentence— 
purport, itescapes notice once this latter has been conveyed; 
similarly the suggested meaning flashes suddenly across the 
truth—perceiving minds of appreciative persons when they are 
indifferent towards the conventional meaning. That kind of 





Dialectical Criticism in... $13 


poetry, wherein either the (conventional) meaning or the word 
renders itself or its meaning secondary and suggests the implied 


meaning, is designated by the learned as dhvani or suggestive 
poetry (1.10.13). 


Before establishing his theory of Dhvani, Anandavardhana 
takes note dialectically of the rival] view of the Abhavavadins, 
those who negative it or regard it as the same as /aksana, 
and of those who regard it as beyond expression. A prima- 
facie view is that there is nothing like dhyani (Suggestion) 
that is different from the gunas, figures of sound and sense, 
ruti (style) or vrtzi (literary modes of diction) which add charm 
to poetry whose body is constituted by sound and sense. 
Others may contend: Suggestion does not exist indeed, for a 


| species of poetry opposed to all well-known canons necessarily 


ceases to be poetry. And just because a coterie of critics 


unanimously: bring into currency a designation ‘ dhvani’ this 
cannot win the universal acceptance of the learned. Some 
Others explain the non-existence of dhvyani differently. No novel 


thing like dhvani can be possible, Since itis not distinct from - 
a source of charm, it naturally comes under the causes of 
charm, alankara, etc. Just giving a new name to one of them 


will not make it an independent category by itself. Moreover, 


Since the ways of speech are endless, even if there be some 
insignificant element left unexplained by the famous framers 
of the rules of poetry, there is no reason why persons should 
close their eyes under the assumed illusion of being sahrdayas 
(cultured critics) and dance about with joy saying that they 
have discovered ‘dhvani’ among these. Thousands of great men 


_ have expounded and are expounding figurative elements of 


speech, But we do not hear of any such state from them. 


Therefore, dhvani (suggestion) is only an idle supposition which 


cannot stand any scrutiny. Another such view (—that of 
Udbhata—) is that it is the indicated sense that is the soul 
of poetry, and suggestion is not different from the secondary 
usage of words. Still others, who fight shy of framing a 
definition, say that the true nature of dhyanj is beyond all 
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‘words and is discernible only by the minds of cultured 
critics (sahrdaya)*® 


Anandavardhana refutes these arguments. As to what is 
said, viz. Suggestion does not exist, for a species of poetry 
_ opposed to all well known canons will. necessarily cease to be 
poetry—it is unsound. This is so because it may be unfamiliar to 
writers On poetics who are concerned with giving definitions; 
but if one examines the best specimens of literature, one finds 
that dhvani alone emerges as the most intrinsic principle of poetry, 
delighting all sahrdayas, and not word and sense. All else 1s 
only pictorial (citram eva). The other objection that dhvani 
can be included under the recognised sources of charm, and 
‘so should not be regarded as distinct, is also not proper. Can 
suggestion. which is based on the relation of the suggested 
sense to the suggesting word be comprehended by a theory 
which is based on the relation of only the conventional meaning 
to the denotative word? The sources of charm of the conven- 
tional meaning and words can only be ancillary to dhvani, 
‘but never identical with it. It may be argued that such instances 
(of figures of speech) (e.g. anuprasa, ctc.) in which no implied 
‘meaning is clearly discernible may be regarded as incapable 
of subsuming dhvani, but dhvani can certainly be subsumed 
under such alankaras (figures of spe ch) as samasokti, aksepa, 
viSesokti, paryayokta, apahnuti, dipaka, etc. as the implied 
‘meaning is clearly discerned here. But it isin order to refute 
‘such an argument that Anandavardhana inserts the expression 
‘renders itself or its meaning secondary’ while explaining the 
concept of dhvani (1.13). The idea is that when ia a work of 
poetry an explicit meaning renders itself secondary or when 
a- word renders its own denotative meaning secondary, and 
each of these suggests another sense, we call it dhvani-kavya 
(suggestive poetry). How can this suggestion be subsumed 
under the said alankaras? Suggestion is possible only when 
the suggested element is exclusively important. Anandavardhana 
explains why this is not the case with samasokti, etc. More- 
over, alantaras, guitas, vritis are only the limbs (anga) of 
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poetry (kavya), whereas poetry in its entirety, of which these 
are the limbs, is called dhvani. A part cannot be separately - 
looked upon as the whole. Even if identity is possible in. 
some instances, suggestive poetry cannot be looked upon as 
conditioned by its a#gas, since its sphere is very extensive, 
That is to say, the aigas may be subsumed under dhvani, 
but dhvani can under no circumstances be subsumed under 
the angas 9 : 


The expression ‘is designated by the learned’ brings out 
the fact that this designation was first devised by the learned 
and that it has not giined currency in a haphazard fashion. ~ 
The foremost among the learned are grammarians, because all 
studies are rooted in grammar. The grammarians refer to. 
articulate letters by the term ‘dhvani’, In the same way, since 
the element of vyarzjakatva (suggestivity) was common to both, 
not only the word and its meaning but its essential verbal | 
power and also that which is usually referred to by the term 
‘kavya’ were called ‘ dhyani’ by other learned men who were 
the followers of the grammarians, and who had a profound 
insight into the fundamental truth of poetry. The treatment then | 
of such a comprehensive concept as dhvani with all its divisions 
and subdivisions is not at all at par with the enumeration ~ 
of the particular well-known figures of speech and hence the 
enthusiasm of persons who can appreciate the value of sugges- 
tion is quite proper, and no one should out of jealousy 
direct vitiated or misguided intelligence against them. The 
advocates of the view that dhvani is non-existent have been 
thus refuted. 

The view that Suggestion is the same as Indication is | 
answered as follows : Suggestion (dhvani) is not identical with — 
Indication (laksana), because there is difference of nature 
between the two. Diivani cannot also be defined by that, as 
the faults of the definition being too wide (ativyapti) and 
too narrow (avyapti) would result if this were admitted. 
Indication is only figurative application of words, while that _ 
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is dhvani wherein a sense different from the sense denoted 
and the denoting expression is conveyed by these by way of 
purport, the sense implied being exclusively important. One 
may perhaps urge that indication may not be identical with 
suggestion but it can at least be regarded as a defining charac- 
teristic of the latter. The answer to this is that such a definition 
vould be too wide or too narrow. The fault of ativyapti 
-would be there since indication can exist even where there is 
no suggestion. Even in instances where no excessive charm 
due to suggestion is present, poets are seen to employ words 
figuratively in accordance with the established usage, e.g. ‘ This 
bed of lotus-leaves bespeaks the torment of the emaciated damsel 
who slept on it’ (Krsangyah santapam vadati bisinipattra-— 
Sayanam). Only tbat word, which conveys a charm impossible 
of communication by any other expression and which is pregnant 
with suggestive force, is fit to be called ‘suggestive’; whereas 
in the above—mentioned case, the word does not become a 
Source of suggesting any charm that cannot be communicated 
by other expressions. Words which signify by common usage 
meanings other than what they primarily denote, as for instance, 
the word /avanya, do not become instances of suggestion, As 
a matter of fact, indication is grounded on the primary 
denotative force of words How can it possibly be a definition of 
suggestion (dhvani) whose sole support is suggestivity (vyanjaka- 
iva)? The definition that Suggestion is Indication is also too 
narrow as indication does not cover instances of suggestion 
like vivaksit@nyaparavacya (that with meant but further extending 
expressed sense). At the most, it might serve as a pointer to, or 
indicator (upalaksana) of one of the kinds of suggestion, and 
still if one asserts that suggestion is defined by indica- 
tion, then one may as well say that the act of defining 
individual figures is sheer waste since the primary denotation 
of, words defines the entire group of all individual figures. If 
it is said that the definition of suggestion has already been 
propounded by others, then this will only substantiate the 
doctrine of Dhvani, and the object of the Dhvanivadins, viz, 
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proving the existence of suggestion will have been realised 
without any special effort,2° 


Even those who declare that the nature of suggestion is 
Only within the experience of sahrdayas and that it | is 
inexpressible, betray only their lack of discernment. The general 
definition of suggestion and the definitions of its several 
varieties have been set forth by Anandavardhana, and yet if 
it be thought of as ‘inexpressible’, then this would be true of 
everything in the world, If on the other hand by this 
exaggeration they are only giving expression to the all-surpassing 
nature of suggestion, then they also may be regarded as stating 
the truth itself.?? i 

It may be noted that the analogy of word-import and 
sentence-purport given above to explain how the suggested 
sense is arrived at through the expressed sense (1.10) is revised 
in the third Uddyota (33) in view of strict logical accuracy. 
The analogy of word-import and sentence-import does not 
quite apply to the expressed and suggested senses since only 
some thinkers (not all) admit the reality of word-import (—in 
the opinion of others it is unreal), Even those who do not 
ho!d that it is uoreal will have to agree that the analogy of the 
relation between the jar and its material cause will explain 
ina better way the relation between sentence-purport and word- 
import. Just as the material causes (viz. pot-sherds) of a jar 
cannot be apprehended separately after the jar has come into 
being, so also word and its.sense are noi apprehended separately 
after the sentence and its purport have been apprehended as 
a whole. If they could be recognised separately, the very appre- 
hension of the whole sentence-purport would be brushed away.. 
But this principle does not hold good in the case of the 
expressed and the suggested senses. When the suggested sense 
is apprehended the expressed sense is not brushed away, since 
the apprehension of the suggested sense is inseparably occasioned 
by the apprehension of the expressed. Hence the analogy 
of the jar and the lamp would fit them best. Just as the light 
of the lamp does not recede when the apprehension of jar 
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‘has arisen, so also the expressed sense continues to be appre- 
hended even after the apprehension of the suggested sense has 
been acquired. Hence the remark in the first Uddyota (10) 
aims only at pointing out the similarity between the two in 
respect of their being means to some end, and the analogy 
iS not intended to be pursued farther than this.22 Ananda- 
vardhana again indulges in a lengthy discussion concerning 
the suggested sense, the distinction of suggestive power 
(vyanjana Sakti) from the power of denotation (abhidha) and 
the power of indication (Jaksana) and so on. He also explains 
how the theory of suggestion is compatible with the view of 
the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas. The author has recourse 
to dialectical modes in order to establish the suggestivity of 
words as this theory must have met with severe opposition 
from the adherents of the Alankara and the Riti schools. The 
discussion here is more subtle than in the first Uddyota. 


Anandavardhana, like all dialecticians, always has in view 
an Opponent and expounds his theory by anticipating the 
arguments of opponents and refuting them. Like an exponent 
of any other school of thought he marshals his argument 
within the limit of the categories recognised by his school-men 
and goes ahead on the stren-th of these. He also tries to 
compare his theory of word and meaning with that of thinkers 
of other schools who have thought over this point. In subtlety 
of thought, critical acumen and dialectical skill, Anandavardhana 
can be compared with some of the best exponents of other 
schools of philosophy. Abhinavagupta who commented on 
Bharata’s N@tya-Sastra and Anandavardhana’s DiAvanyaloka is 
also a profound thinker and he appears to be a greater adept 
in using dialectical arguments. With his profound insight 
and greater dialectical skill he is able to give a clearer and 
a more systematic exposition of the various problems of 
Poetics propounded before him. He gave a turn to the whole 
discipline of Poetics and a completeness unknown before him. 
Mammata, in fact, largely crystallised the teachings of Abhinava 
in his K@vyaprakaéa. Hemacandra repeatedly expresses his 
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indebtedness to Abhinavagupta. The writings of Ananda- 
vardhana and Abhinavagupta influenced greatly all later 
Alankarikas, among them being such great names as Mammata, 
Hemacandra, Visvanatha and Jagannatha. Mammata’s indirect 
criticism of Mahimabhatta’s theory of Kavyanumiti, (Kavya- 
prakasa, Ullasa, 5) is full of logical terms and subtleties. And 
Visvanatha’s detailed exposition of the definition of k@vya in 
the light of the definitions given by others is a fine sample 
of dialectical criticism (S@hityadarpana, 1). 


Jagannatha was skilful in the use of the dialectical mode 
of Navya—Nyaya, as can be seen from his great work Rasaganga- 
dhara, We may, by way of illustration, see how he supports 
his definition of poeiry. Jagannatha defines poetry as Sabda 
(word, expression) expressing a beautiful sense (ramaniyartha- 
pratipadakah sabdah kavyam), Beauty (ramaniyata) consists 
in being the object of a knowledge which causes transcendental 
(lokottara) pleasure (to sahrdayas). Lokottaratva (transcendent- 
ness’) is a particular class—-character subsisting in pleasure, 
evidenced by experience and also called camatkaratva (striking- 
ness), The knowledge giving rise to pleasure determined by 
lokottaratva 1S a particular kind of contemplation (bhavana) 
of the nature of repeated or continuous cognition When a 
man is told, ‘A son is born. to you’, or ‘I shall give you 
wealth’, he derives great pleasure, but this pleasure is not of 
the lokottara (transcendental) type; and so such sentences 
‘have no beauty and consequently do not come to be called 
poetry. Thus it comes to this that kavya is Sabda conveying a 
meaning whichis the object of bhavana (contemplation) giving 
rise to camatkara (strikingness or sense of surprise at the 
unusual), or it is word the contemplation of the meaning of 
which determines its productivity of camatkara; or it is 
that which possesses camatkaratva on account of having 
the capacity to convey a meaning which determines the 
productivity ( of transcendental pleasure) qualified by itself 
(camatkaratva)? >, : | 
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The utility of inserting ‘Aha@van@ instead of jmana as in the 
original definition is explained thus : jiéna can also comprehend 
samahalambana-jnana, cognitive aggregation having a number 
of things and their prakaras(qualifiers) as its object; of these 
Some may be ramaniya, others not; and yet the samahalambana 
jnana would have to be recognised as giving rise to camatkara; 
and a statement pertaining to jar, cloth and the like though 
expressing an aramaniyartha, would have to be called a kavya 
when it becomes the object of a samahalambana jnana along 
with a ramaniyartha. To exclude such cases, ‘bhavana’ is inserted 
in the place of ‘jaa@na’. Bhavana is a chain of repeated linking 
cognitions (punah-punar-anusandhana). Thus the definition is 
saved from the fault of ativyapti. Nevertheless, bha@vana@ can 
include dh@ravahika jana or continuous cognition which may 
pertain, to dry or aramaniya things, and not to ramaniya things 
alone. To avert this difficulty, Jagannatha adds tbat this bhavana 
must be such as produces camatkara, the capacity to produce 
camatkara being found in ka@vya limited by camatka@ratva. The 
last definition has the additional merit of being in a simpler 
and more convenient form. Thus Jagannatha has attempted 
to bring precision to his own definition of kavya by limiting 
the meanings of words and thus Overcoming flaws in the 
definition. ‘Yar-tat’ is dispensed with in the last definition. 


Jagannatha then goes on to criticise the definitions given 
by Mammata and others. According to Mammata, word and 
sense devoid of dosas and full of gunas and with or without 
alamkrti ( poetic embellishment ) constitute a kavya ( adosau 
Sabdarthay sagunay analamkrit punah kvapi—Kavyaprakasa, 
1.4). Examining this definition, Jagannatha says that word 
and sense cannot together.constitute kavya, because there is 
no proof to support this. Universal usage ( viSvajanina-— 
vyavahara) such as ‘Kavya is read aloud’, ‘From kavya, mean- 
ing is understood ’; ‘Kavya is heard but meaning is not known’ 
would convince us that the import of the term ‘k@vya’ is 
Only sabda (word) and not sense. It may be urged that the 
word kavya in such cases secondarily means or indicates Sabda 
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alone, whereas its primary meaning is ¢abda and artha together. 
The answer to this is that this would be so if there ~were 
some evidence to support this, but we see none, and a state- 
ment about which there are different opinions cannot be relied 
upon. When there is no evidence to show that ‘kavya’ means 
Sabda and artha together, wbo can prevent the word ‘kavya’ 
from primarily denoting ‘Sabda’ as can be seen from the 
above-mentioned usage. In the absence of decisive proof 
(vinigamanabhava) the view that Kavya means both sabda and 
artha cannot be upheld, and when it is thus shown that kavya 
means a particular kind of Sabda, the definition should be 
formulated accordingly and not inaccordance with the mean- 
ing imagined by oneself. This is true of the definitions of | 
Veda, Purana, etc., otherwise the same endless difficulty will 
arise there also. The view that kavya is that which is conducive 
to the realisation of relish (rasa) or unalloyed pleasure, and 
that this holds good in the case of both gabda and artha-is 
not proper, This definiticn is teo wide and can include within 
its scope non-kavyas like musical tunes and even ancillaries 
of a dramatic performance ( viz, acting, costume, speech ) 
which are also capable of producing a thrili in the audience, 
as admitted by Anandavardhana and other Alankdarikas. This 
also refutes the definition ‘kavyam rasodbodhakam’. Moreover, 
does ka@vyatva reside in §abda and artha together or separately ? 
The former alternative is not tenable, since it will mean that 
since neither Sabda nor artha alone is to be called kavya, one 
will have to say that a sentence in the form of a beautiful 
verse is not k@vya, just as one says ‘one is not two’ (even 
though one and one make two). The other alternative is also 
not acceptable because of the fact that it would lead us to 
accept Sabda and artha each by itself as kavya, and then a 
single kavya would come to be spoken of as two kavyas. 
Therefore the definition of k@yya like that of Veda or Purana 
rests on Sabda. The insertion of guna, alankara, etc. also is 
not proper, because then the definition wil! not apply to such 
kavyas as ‘uditam manidalam vidhoh’ (the orb of the moon has 
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arisen) which is uttered by a dati, abhisarika@ or virahini and 
which is meant to suggest respectively that one should go out 
to meet the lover or not do so, or to suggest that life is 
flickering away, asalsoto such a kavya as ‘gato’stam arkah’, 
(the sun has set); and yet it is not possible to deny the name 
‘kavya’ to it (—though devoid of guna and alankara they are 
very good instances of kavya as they reveal a charming 
suggested sense). And what you recognise as kavya can similarly 
be negatived as one. The life-breath of ka@vya, viz strikingness 
(camatk@ritva) is as much present in the above two Instances 
as in what you regard as kavya. Guna and alankara are not 
found in all kavyas and so should not be mentioned in the 
definition. Guna and alankara cannot be given any secondary 
meaning unless their primary meaning comes into conflict 
with the popular usage ‘a bad poem’, [It may be urged that 
€ven as a tree which is connected with a bird can also be 
Said to have absence of connection, so even what is possessed 
of fault can be said to be devoid of fault (dosa). This is not 
tenable. We have the apprehension that a tree which is 
connected with a bird at its.root is not so connected at the 
branch, but we do not find any universally acceptable aware- 
ness that a composition is a kavya in one part and not a 
kavya in another. It cannot be said that the connection with 
defect in the case ofa kavya is avydpya-vriti, present in only a 
part; either the whole kavya is a kaya or it is not a kavya. 
Gunas'are the qualities of the soul ( of poetry ) viz. dhvani, 
just as courage etc. are (of the soul), and so cannot possibly 
be the constituents of the body of poetry ($ubda and artha); 
similarly alankaras Only embellish the body, like the necklace, 
etc., so they also cannot constitute the body of poetry; hence 
guna and alankara should not form a part of the definition 


The view of Visvanatha (fourteenth century) that only a 
sentence endowed with rasa (sentiment) is k@vya (rasavad eva 
kavyam) is also net tenable, because thus ka@vyas in which 
the vastu (plot, theme), or alatkara predominates would come 
to be non-kavya, and this is not something desirable for this 
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would result in tbe upsetting of the convention of great poets. 
The force, fall, whirling, etc. of a current of water, and the 
pranks of monkeys, children, etc, are described by poets, and 
it cannot be said that there is somehow some tinge of rasa 
even in these, for such a slight tinge of rasa can be found 
in such dry non-poetic statements as ‘Cow is going’, ‘Deer 
-is running’ and so js inefficacious; that is to say, is not 
conducive to kavyatva. It may only be said here that -every 
artha can be classified as vibha@va (excitant ), -anubhava 
(emotional response ), or vyabhicarin ( passing mood), and so 
there must be some element of rasa in every sentence.?4 
Another important problem discussed by Jagannatha jis 
that of rasa-nispatti. Jagannatha explains most of the inter- 
pretations of Bharata’s view by later writers and criticising 
them finally follows the interpretation of Abhinavagupta, who 
also in his Abhinavabharati on the N@tyasastra has given a 
detailed and dialectical exposition of this point.?° The views 
of Bhattalollata. Sankuka, Bhattatauta, Bhattanayaka, the Navyas 
(moderns) and others are examined. Each gives his own inter- 
pretation of nispatti (utpatti, anumiti, etc.) and explains the 
psychological reaction of the audience to a dramatic scene. 





Jagannatha has criticised most the views of Appayya 
Diksita (latter part of the sixteenth century), one of the first- 
rate Alankdrikas of the post-dhvani period Jagannatha refutes 
in his Rasagangadhara and Citramimamsa-khandana some 
important views of Appayya Diksita as expounded in ‘his 
Citramimamsa and other works.. In one of the introductory 
verses of the Citramimamsa-khandana, Jagannatha emphasises 
the logic of his refutations and challenges any one to meet 
these ina dispassionate way. He has criticised Appayya Diksita 
in respect of the interpretation of certain stanzas so as to 
bring out the suggested meaning and in connection with the 
definition, classification and interpretation of figures of speech 
and the like. NageSa (eighteenth century), Jagannatha’s commen- 
tator has tried to vindicate Appayya Diksita’s standpoint at 

J-104 i 





824 Indian Dialectics 


many places. The works of these writers provide a good 
instance of the dialectical exercise in the sphere of Alankara- 
Sastra. 
a The works on Alankdara-sastra are far too numerous to 
allow systematic treatment in a few pages. We have therefore 
after briefly giving an account of the growth of dialectical 
problems considered the discussion of two topics by two well- 
known Alankarikas, one of them Jagannatha being also under 
tbe influence of Navya-Nyaya methodology. We may now 
note the topic of dosas which has much in common with the 
higrahasthanas of dialectic. These give us some idea of 
the minimum requirement expected of composition including 
the language of debates and dialectical writings. The faults 
mentioned by Bharata in his Natyasastra (16. 84) are:— 
(i). gidhartha, circumlocution or periphrasis, (2) arthantara, 
irrelevant digression, (3) arthahina, incoherence or multiplicity 
of meaning, (4) bhinnartha-—-(a) rusticity or want of refined 
expression or (b) changing the desired sense by another sense, 
(5) ekartha, tautology, (6) abhiplutartha, aggregation of complete 
Clauses or expressions without merging them intoa complete 
sentence, (7) nyayad apetam, defective logic, (8) visama, defective 
metre, (9) visandhi, disjunction in which the words are not 
well knit, (10) Sabda-hina, use of ungrammatical words.2¢ 
“epfve,d DE faults expounded by Bhamaha in his Kavyalankarg 
(fourth Pariccheda) are : (1) apartha, absence of complete sense, 
(2). vyartha, incongruity with the opposite, (2) ekartha, tautology 
(punarukta), (4) sasamSaya, ambiguity, (5) apakrama, violation 
of syntactical regularity, (6) Sabda-hina, use of words not 
approved by correct usage, (7) yati-bhrasta, deviation from 
the rules Of metrical pause, (8) bhinnavrttc, use of long or 
Short syllables in the wrong place in a metre, (9) visandhi, 
‘disjunction of euphonic liaison when it is necessary, (10) desa— 
kala-kala-loka-nyayagama-virodhin, inconsistency in respect of 
place, time, the fine or mechanical arts, worldly practice, logic, 
dharma-Ssastra. Bhadmaha adds another fault from the stand— 
- point of the logic of poetry (in the fifth Pariccheda)--the dosa 
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arising from a faulty logical proposition ( pratija@), a faulty 
middle term (hetw) and a faulty logical illustration (drs(@nta): 
In another context while discussing the general characteristics 
of poetry (Kavy@lankara }|.37 ff), Bhamaha mentions ten other 
defects which a poet should avoid, viz. (a) neyartha, far- 
fetchedness, when the sense does not follow from the order 
of the words, but has to be guessed from the general intention, 
(b) Klista, remote or intercepted expression, (c) anyartha, 
disappearance of the ‘sense, or arriving at the sense intended 
by the omission of a part of the expression, (d) avacaka, 
inexpressiveness, employment of round-about expresstons to 
denote something which is not their meaning by direct denota- 
tion, (e) gidhaSabdabhidhana, use of difficult and indirect 
expressions, whose meaning cannot be understood without a 
clue, (f) ayuktimat, impropriety e.g. making clouds, ete. 
messengers, (g) Sruti-dusta, indecent to hear, (h) artha—dusta, 
implicitly indecent (where a statement suggests the idea of 
something indecent by means of words which denote it as 
well), (i) kalpana-dusta, faulty conception, where in the alliance 
of two words an undesirable sense 1s produced, (j) sruti-kasia, 
unmelodious or harsh to the hearing. | 


A large number of these faults, it can be seen, have their 
parallels in the nigrahasthanas enumerated in the Nyayasatra 
(5.2) and other works on dialectic.*" From these we can 
infer the minimum requirement of any style or expression. 
There must not be unnecessary circumlocution or irrelevant 
digression or tautology; ungrammatical or grammatically 
wrong expressions should not be used. The words should be 
able to express the meaning intended to be conveyed and 
there should not be any ambiguity or violation of syntactical 
regularity. Nothing should be uttered which is not consistent 
with place, time, worldly practice, logic and_ scriptures. 
Words not widely known aud difficult expressions should be 
avoided so that the meaning is not ambiguous or obscure. 
There should be nothing expressly or implicitly. indecent, 
Nothing impossible should be stated. The logic of the statement 
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should not be faulty and the fallacies of the proposition 
(pratijna), middle term (/etu) and illustration (drstanta) should 
be avoided. The argument must be fully and systematically 
presented. These are the minimum requirements of any normally 
good speech, even when high excellence or poetical or oratorical 
effect is not aimed at. Some of the principles of dialectical 
criticism are common to all the branches of learning though 
they have their own framework within which all dialectical 
discussions are carried on. 


As-said before, every branch of learning has its own 
methodology and pramanas. The works of almost all the Sastras 
have a dialectical character, the author always having in view 
a.critical inquirer or opponent who would question him at 
every step, and so always anticipating questions as to why a 
particular order is followed in the treatment of topics and 
justifying his method of treatment. We may consider, by way 
of example, the method of treatment adopted in the Kamasutra 
of Vatsyayana. Even though it is a work primarily on erotics, 
it discusses the purusGrthas ( good things ) aimed at and the 
periods of life to be devoted to these. The author starts with 
a salutation to dharma (rightouseness), artha (wealth), kama 
(love) as these are the topics relevant to KamaSastra, and 
to the acaryas giving instruction in the traditional lore’ per- 
tdining to these as they are connected with this Sastra. The 


author then mentions the tradition of the early Acadryas and’ 


how the Sastra was handed’ down, and then enumerates the 


topics he intends to discuss in this work. The Kamasiitra 1. 2° 
gives a programme of divisions of life in which dharma, artha, 


kama, moksa should be predominantly pursued. It gives a 
justification for each statement and recommends how one 


can get instruction regarding the acquiremeat of these. Kama 


iS defined as the operation of the sense-organs presided over 
by mind joined to the soul in respect of their respective 


objects, and then explains how it is restricted to sexual love © 


in particular (1. 2. 11-12). An objection is raised as to why 


oae should study KamaSsastra when the lower animals in which 
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also kama is at work can do without it, that is to say, when 
it is instinctive; the author of the Ka@masiitra justifies the 
need for the study of Kamasastra (1. 2. 21-24): In order to 
establish the need for the purusarthas, Vatsyayana sets forth 
forceful arguments against them and refutes them. He posits 
a purva-paksa that no one should think of pursuing dharma 
which does not yield fruit immediately, and so which can be 
said to be doubtful; better a bird in hand than two in the 
bush. Vatsyayana answers this by saying that one should not 
be sceptical about the Sastras; magical rites are seen to have 
a result; moon, stars are seen to behave keeping in view the 
people as if they were doing so intelligently; this could not 
happen without the adrsia (unseen potency) resulting from 
actions, good and bad; we find that the worldly career is 
actually graduated according to the four stages of life, and 
we find man abandoning a seed in hand for the grain that 
he is to get in the future. Therefore one must practise dharma 
(1. 2. 25-31). A similar discussion is enunicated with respect 
to artha and kama especially in view of the fact that artha 
is accidental and kama has its dangers, and these objections 
are answered (1. 2 32 ff). With regard to kama, the author 
says that it is as necessary for the well-being of the body as 
food is, and is the fruit of dharma and artha; only one must 
safeguard against its dangers It is not that one does not serve 
food because there are beggars to disturb or does not sow 
seeds because there are animals to destroy them. One need . 
not cheat oneself of the pleasures of kama (Il. 2. 48). 





“Again, Vatsyayana recommends that not only men but 
women also must study KamaSsastra before their marriage 
or after marriage with the consent of the busband. He 
does so because some Acaryas say that women need not study 
Kamasastra since they are concerned with only its practice. 
Vatsyayana’s answer to them is that all practice is based on 
theoretical knowledge and it is found in the case of horsemanship, 
etc. that all may not be the knowers of vidya, yet they seek the 
advice of experts and train their horses accordingly. All are not 
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astronomers and astrologers, yet peop'e do things on auspicious 
days after consulting them. Theoretical knowledge always proves 
to be a good restraint on practical behaviour, so even women 
must acquire knowledge of Kamasastra from women in whom 
confidence can be reposed, as for instance, from mother’s Sister, 
elder sister, girl-friend of the same ageand the like (1.3.1-35). 
-Vatsyayana mentions the vidyas which can be subservient to 
Kamasastra and make it rich and fruitful (1.3.16). 

We need not proceed further. Vatsyayana has given a 
detailed exposition of everything connected with the problem 
of sexual love; at times he himself anticipates an objection 
why certain unwholesome practices have been dealt with and 
explains that they are expounded so that people could keep 


away from them just as the causes of diseases are described ~ 


in a work on medicine so that people could avoid them At 
limes such details are given (e.g. different types of kisses ) 
that one feels surprised at the use of the dialectical mode in 
respect of such subjects as can scarcely be thought of as 
coming within the range of dialectical scrutiny. This is true of 
most of the Sastras. But we canall th: same appreciate the 
author’s anxiety to discuss a topic fully so that no logical 
objection can be raised against his treatment, and the dialectical 
character of the works is a sufficient index of this intention 
of the author. | 

The dialectical character of the works, moreover, gives 
us an idea of the discussions and intellectual disputes carried 
on in those days, the knuwledge of which was essential 


jn the systematic exposition of topics, and also accounts for 


the yrowth and progress in the different branches of knowledge. 
The dialectical mode seems to have been indispensable in the 
treatment of different subjects in ancient Iadia. At some places 
the discussion is of a highly scholastic and explicitly logical 
character: at others it is. simpler. The definition of the different 
categories is generally examined dialectically and on the basis 
of this the discussion proceeds leading to greater clarity 
and precision. 
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We can see from this ‘review of works of different 
branches of learning that progress in the treatment of the 
subject—be it grammar or law or political science, medicine, 
poetics or erotics--has been achieved by the dialectical 
modes. We have seen in this and the preceding chapters how 


dialectical criticism is an essential part of the development of 
different vidyas, 


NOTES 
1 Aum namah Sukra-Brhaspatibhyam. Pythivya labhe palane ca yavanty 


arthagastrani purvacaryaih prasthgpitani prayasas tani samhrtyaikam 
idam arthagastram krtam.—Arthagastra 1.1.1 (University of Bombay, 1960). 


2 Uktanukta-duruktarthacintakari tu varttikam—Hemacandra’s definition 
of varttika, See Lectures on Patai jali’s Mahabhasya, Vol. 1, Preface, 
p. XXVIII ff—P. S. Subrahmanya Sastri(Second edition, 1960). | 
3 For details see Lectures on Patanjali’s Mahabhasya, Vol. 1, Preface, 
pp. XXVIII ff-P. S. Subrahmanya Sastri; also Katyayana and Patan jali, 
p. 48-F. Kielhorn, | | 
4 


Lectures on Pataiijali’s Mahabhasya, pp. XXXIV ff—Yatha laukika-— 
vaidikesu (under vrddhir ad aic-1.1 1, sthanivad adego’nalvidhau-1.1.56, 
ekah purva-parayoh—6,1.84); yatha loke under 6.1.84, ekaco dve prathama- 
sya-6.1.1); lokavijxanat siddham (under alontyat parva upadha—1.1.65, 
acaryopasarjanag cantevqsj-6.2.36): lokavijfianan na siddhyati ( under 
samana-kartrkayoh purvakale—3.4.2}), guruvad guruputre (under sthani- 
vad adego’nalvidhau-1.1.56); dharmagastram ca tatha (under sariipanam 
ekasesa ckavibhaktau-1.2.64), apavadanyayah (under 1.3.9), etc. 
5 Vyakhyatrtve’pi asya istyadi-kathanena anvakhyatrtvad itarabhasya~ 
vailaksanyena mahattvam.—Nagoji Bhatta on Mahabhasya, 1.1.1. 
6 Krte’'tha Patanjalina guruna tirtha-dargina, 
sarvesam nyaya—bijjanam Mahabhasye nibandhane....Vakyapadiya, 2.285. 
Tac ca bhasyarh na kevalarh vyakaranasya nibandhanam yavat sarvesar 
nyaya—bijanam boddhavyam ity ata eva sarvanyaya—bijahetutvad eva 


mahac-chabdena vigisya Mahabhésyam ity ucyate loke.—Punyaraja on 
the above, ji 


7 Atha gaur ity atra kah gabdah ? Kim yat tat sasng-langula—kakuda- 
khura-visanyartharipam sa gabhah. netyaha, dravyam nama _ tat. yat 
tarhi tad ingitarh cestitam nimisitam iti sa sabhah. nety aha, kriya 
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h kapilah kapota iti sa gabdah. 
d bhinnesy abhinnam chinnesv 
nety aha, akrtir nama Sa. 
uda-khura-visaninam 


nama sa. yat tarhi tat suklo nila 
nety aha, guno nama sah. yat tarhi ta 
acchinnam sqamanyabhautam sa gabdah. 
kas tarhi gabdah. yenoccaritena sqasna-laygula-kak 
sampratyayo bhavati sa sabdah; atha va pratita-padarthako loke dhvanih 
gabda ity ucyate. tad yatha, gabdam kuru, ma sabdam karsih, sabda- 
kary ayam manavakah iti dhvanim kurvannevam ucyate. tasmat dhvanih 
sabdah....Paspasainika, p. 13 (P. S. Subrahmanya Sastri). 

Ibid, pp. 37-38. 

Ibid, pp. 50 ff. 

See Vaiyakarana-siddhanta-manjisa, pp. 171-172. (Compare the tantrika 
descriptions of Vak in works like Saradatilaka and other treatises.) 


Na so’sti pratyayo loke yah gabdqgnugamad rte, 

anuviddham iva jnanam  gsabdena bhasate--Vakyapadiya, 1.124. 
Sa sarva-vidya-gilpanam kalanam copabandhani. 

tadvagad abhinispannam sarvam vastu vibhajyate. —abid., 1.126. 


Vayor angnam jaanasya gabdatvapattir isyate. 

kaiscid darganabhedo hi pravadesv anavasthitah..—ZJbid, 1.108, 
Vakyapadiya, 2.57 ff: 

For further datails, see History of Sanskrit Poetics by P. V. Kane, 


History of Sanskrit Poetics by S. K. De, Some Concepts of the Alan- 
kara Sastra and The Number of Rasas by V. Raghavan. 


‘Kavyalankara 1, 13-15 of Bhamaha, 


Kavyaay api yadimini vyakhya-gamygani gsastravat, | 
utsavah sudhiyam eva haata durmedhaso hatah.—Jbid. 2.20 


Ibid 2. 86-87. Dandin, on the contrary, deals elaborately with these 
(Kavyadarsa 2.235-272 ). 


Kavyasya”tma dhvanir iti budhair yah samamnatapirvas, 

tasya’bhavath jagadur apare, bhaktam ahus tam anye; 

kecid vacam sthitam avisaye tattvam dicus tadiyarn, 

tena brimah sahrdaya-manah-pritaye tat-svarapam. , 

...tatra kecid acaksiran-Sabdartha-gariram tavat kavyam. tatra ca sabda- 
gatag carutva—hetavo’nuprasadayah prasiddhg eva. arthagatas copama- 
dayah; varnasanghatanadharmag ca ye madhuryadayas tepi pratiyante. 
tad—-anatirikta-vrttayo vettayo’pi yah kaigcid upanagarikadyah pra- 
kasitah, ta api gatah gravana—gocaram., ritayas ca vaidarbhi-prabhrtayah; 
tad—vyatiriktah ko’ yam dhvanir nameti. anye briyuh—-nasty eva dhvanih. 
prasiddha-prasthana--vyatirekinah kavya-prakarasya kavyatvahaoeh. 
sahydayahladi-gabdqrthamayatvam eve kavya-laksanam. na cokta- 
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prasthanatirekino margasya‘ tat sambhavati. na ca  tat-samayantah- 
patinah sahydayan kamscit parikalpya tatprasiddhya° dhvanau kavya- 
vyapadegah pravartito’pi sakalavidvanmanograhitam avalambate....... 
bhaktam ahus tam anye. anye tam dhvani-samjaitam kavyatmanam, 
guna-vrttic ity ghuh......kecit punar—laksana-karana-galinabuddhayo 
dhvanes tattvam giram agocaram sahydaya-hydaya-sarnvedyam eva 
samakhyatavantah.—Dhvanyalcka, 1. 1. | 


{tas ca nantarbhayah, yatah kavya-viseso’ngi dhvanir iti kathitah; 
tasya punar angani—alankara guna vrttayag ceti pratipadayisyante. na 
Cavayava eva prthagbhuto’vayaviti prasiddhah. aprthagbhave tu tad- 
angatvarn tasya. natu tattvam eva. yatrapi va tattvath tatrapi dhvaner 
mahavisayatvan na tannisthatvam eva.—Dhvanyaloka,. 1. 13. 


Bhaktya bibharti naikatvarh rupabhedad ayam dhvanih, 
ativyapter atha’vyapter na ca’sau- laksyate  taya. 14 


uktyantarena'sakyar, yat tac carutvam prakasayan, 


_ gabdo vyanjakatath bibhrad dhvanyukter visayibhavet. 15 


rudha ye  visaye’nyatra gabdah  svavisayad api, 
lavanyadyah prayuktas te na bhavanti padarn dhvaneh. 16. 
vacakatva’’grayenaiva —° gumavrttir vyavasthita, 
vyanjakatvaikamulasya dhvaneh syal laksaham katham. 18. 
kasyacid dhvani-bhedasya sa tu syad upalaksanam, 
laksane’nyaih kyte ca‘sya paksasarmsiddbir eva nah. 19. 

—Ibid, 1, 14-16, 18-19. 


Ye’ pi sahrdaya-hrdaya-samvedyam anakhyeyam eva dhvaner atmanam 
amndsisuh, te pi na pariksyavadinah, yata uktaya nitya vaksyamanaya 
ca dhvaneh samanyavigesalaksane pratipadite’pi yady anakhyeyatvam 
tat sarvesam eva vastanam tat prasaktam. yadi punar dhvyaner 
atigayoktya nayg kavyantaratisayi svarupam akhyayate tat te’ pt 
yuktabhidhayina eva.—IJbid. 1. 19. 


Ibid. 3. 33. 1 have derived much help from Dr. K. Krishnamoorthy’s 
Translation of Dhvanyaloka (or Theory of Suggestion in Poetry) (Oriental 
Book Agency, Poona, 1955) though I may have differed at places. I have 
mostly adopted his renderings of the technical terms of Alankara-sastra. 


Ramaniyata ca lokottara”’hladajanaka-jfiana-gocarata. lokottaratvam 
ca hladagatas camatkaratvaparaparyayo' nubhava-saksiko jativisesah. 
karanam ca tadavacchinno bhavana-vigesah punah punaranusan- 
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_ dhanatma.. ..ittharh ca camatkarajanaka—bhavana-visayartha-prati- 
oy padakasgabdatvam, yat pratipaditartha-visayaka—bhavanatvam camatkara 


24 
25 


janakatavacchedakam tattvar, svavig ista~janakatavacchedakartha-—prati- 
Leth padakata-samsargena camatkaratvavyattvam eva va 
_ phalitam.Rasagangadhara, Vol 1, pp. 7-8 ( Tilaka Mah 
| pitha, Poona ). 


kavyatvam itl 
arastra Vidya- 


Ibid, pp. 11-16. 


See Natya-sastra, with Abhinavabharati, Vol. 1, pp. 274 ff (GOS) and 


Rasagangadhara, Vol. 1, pp. 54 ff. 


D See History of Sanskrit Poetics, Nol. 22, pp. 8 ff—S. K. De; and 


iy Sragara-prakasa, Part 2, pp. 229-233-y. Raghavan. 


27 


Compare also the thirty-two dosas mentioned in the Anuyogadyara, 


Fp. 261 ff ( Agamodaya Samiti ), 


CHAPTER is 
ACTUAL DEBATES AND CONTROVERSIES— 
PHILOSOPHICAL, RELIGIOUS, SOCIAL 


Leaving aside the technical side of the question we shall 
examine here a few examples of debates and controversies record- 
ed in Sanskrit literature, these being of a philosophical, religious, 
social or legal type. We shall see that these debates are generally 
covertly or overtly governed by the rules and procedure laid 
down for discussions and controversies. 


We find a number of controversies recorded in -the 
Upanisads, and Buddhist and Jaina scriptures. We have already 
very briefly referred to a few of them as also to the famous 
dialogue between Janaka and Sulabha. Dinnaga is credited: 
with having achieved the conquest of the world. Just as a 
universal monarch could bring under his sway the whole of 
India, so the successful victor in debates could become the 
propagater of his creed all over India. Debates and 
controversies were an outstanding feature of public life in 
ancient India. They were often arranged with great pomp and 
ceremony in the presence of the king and a large audience of 
people—monks and laymen. And the fate of the debater and’ 
even of his creed depended on‘ the result of the debate, Dinnaga 
is said to have won his fame as a great logician in a 
famous debate with a brahmana called Sudurjaya. at the 
Nalanda monastery. After that he travelled from monastery to 
monastery, teaching, writing and partaking in public debates. 
This was true of most of the acaryas and dialecticians; whose 
works bear testimony to this fact—-they are written in the form 
of a controversy between two or more opposing: parties. 

We may note at the outset the details of the classic 
controversy between Sarikaracarya and Mandana Misra whose 
pet birds too chirped in philosophical language. The controversy 
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is described in detail in Canto 8 of Sankara-digvijaya of 
Vidyaranya. 


It may be stated at the very outset that Nilakantha, Bhatta 
Bhaskara, and. even Mandana according to some, who are said 
to have entered into a philosophical .debate or controversy 
with Sarikara, could not have been contemporaries of Sankara, 
and so also Kumarila referred to in Vidyaranya's Sankara- 
digvijaya. ‘Thus there is no historical truth in these accounts, 
but: they are nevertheless important as illustrating debates and 


dialectical modes. and it is only thus that note is taken of 
them here. 


Sankaracarya desired a controversy with Kumarila who 
very humbly directed him to Mandana. Sankara told Mandana 
in clear terms that as a sannydsin having a right to alms he 
did not want ordinary alms (bhiksa@) but he wanted discussion 
on condition that he who was defeated should become the 
disciple of the other. Thus there would be a thorough exami- 
nation of the relative merits of the path of ritualistic 
practice as taught in the Vedas and the Brahmanas and the 
path of renunciation as described in the Upanisads. Mandana 
was confident of himself that he would never renounce his 
Vedic way of ‘life and resort to the life of a muni (recluse), 
yet he had all along been wishing for a fine debate with an 
expert exponent of the life of renunciation, so this proposal 
was a matter of joy’ for him. All their learning and scholarship 
in the Sastras would get a chance ‘to assert itself and would 
thus be bleéssed (36-45), But Mandana was anxious to appoint 
a madhyastha (judge) who would decide the result of the debate. 
A° debate’ after all is not meant for merely. drying the throat 
with loud speeches, for what the two parties ina controversy 


aim ‘at is victory. In‘a debate,the two parties take up different 


and ‘opposite | positions, so a madhyastha is indispensable in 
such a debate in ‘order to judge the respective theses or 
propositions, to decidé what sort of proof is required and 
such other details. ae wanted Jaimini and Vyasa who were 
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with him to act as judges, but they suggested that Mandana’s. 
learned wife Sarada should play the role (46-51). | 

The next day the debate starts with Sdrada as the 
madhyas tha. Sankara sets forth his thesis: ‘‘ The one pure 
Brahman which is existence and sentience, is alone ultimately 
real and being enveloped in the vast Avidya, it appears as 
the world of appearance, just as nacre. appears as silver; 
Nirvana which has no origin signifies the state of self—realisation 
in which the world of appearance along with knowledge is 
dissolved, and which is attained by the knowledge of Brahman.’ 
He points out Vedanta (Upanisads) as the pramana in support 
of his thesis and agrees to give up his mode of life as a 
sannyasin and don white garments if he is defeated in this 
debate (57-62). Mandana refutes this by arguing that Vedantic 
Scriptures are no proof regarding the Sentient Being as there 
is no consistency in them. It is the earlier portion of the 
Veda that is authoritative and it can be seen that the scriptures 
enjoin action. He asserts that emancipation can be attained 
by actions which are to be performed as long as one’s life 
lasts. He also agrees to give up his way of life if he is 
defeated. Thus installing intelligent Sarada as the madhyastha, 
they start indulging in the jalpa (disputation) type of debate 
with an eye on victory (57-66). | 

‘The two debaters devoted almost the whole day to their 
discussion or disputation. The lady—judge had to attend besides 
to house—-hold duties. Whenever. required todo so, she would 
put garlands of flowers round their necks saying that the 


garland of the defeated person would fade and thus she would | 


be able to decide to whom victory or defeat went. Thus the 


debate continued for five or six days with a break only for 


lunch and such other necessary functions. Each was eager to 
defeat the other, but neither bore any il! will or malice towards 
the other. The debate grew in strength each day and was. 
attended by a larger audience each day. Both appeared cheerful 
and neither showed any signs of nervousness or embarrassment 


like perspiration, shivering or gazing in the sky; and neither, . 
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failing to find an appropriate answer, resorted in anger to 
verbal casuistry or quibbling (vak-chala) (67-73). 


Sarikara finding that Mandana’s scholarship stood the test 
of reason, reproaches him as one who has not clearly shown 
the stages (kaks@) of the controversy in the presence of the 
learned men. Incited by this Mandana desiring to refute the 
Advaitic doctrine tells Sankara that he can find no proof in 
support of the absolute unity of the individual soul and the 
Highest Reality—the thesis set forth by Sankara (76). Sankara 
in turn cites as authority the Upanisadic passages in which 
Uddalaka and such other teachers impart this doctrine to their 
pupils—Svetaketu and others (77). Mandana replies that 
uttzrances like ‘Tat tvam asi’ ate not meant to convey any 
meaning but are meant to be muttered for the destruction of 
sins like charms like ‘Hum’, ‘Fat’, etc. Sankara’s answer is that if 
their meaning could not be understood as in the case of ‘Hum’ 
etc., then only could they be meant for mutterance (japa ). 
But their meaning is clear, so how could this be their only 
purpose ? To this Mandana argues that such statements 
convey the unity of jiva (irdividual soul) and [$vara (Supreme 
Being) (God) only apparently; they are really meant to praise 
the performer of the sacrifice and so are subservient to acts 
or injunctions. Sankara retorts that a sentence in the Karma- 
kanda (section dealing with rites) may perhaps be subservient 
to injunc'ions, but he fails to understand how a statement in 
the Jianakanda (section dealing with knowledge) could be 
subservient to action. To this Mandana says that these state- 
ments may be to the effect that the soul should be looked 
upon as the Highest Self—-supreme Being, but this is only for 
the perfection of the rite, just as Wwe are enjoined to look 
upon the mind or sun as Brahman; such statements may enjoin 
us to look upon what is not Brahman as Brahman but they 
can never be regarded as proof of the real unity of the 
individual soul and the Highest Self--Supreme Being (78-82). 
Sankara argues against this that there is no injunction in ‘Zat 
tvam asi’ as we have in the case of ‘One should look upon 
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the mind as Brahman,’ etc. and so no intelligent person would 
interpret ‘ Tat tvam asi’ and the like as injunctions enjoining 
upasana ( meditation ). Mandana then puts forth a fresh 
argument: Just as on the basis of a statement about fruit in 
the form of ‘ being well-established ’ (pratistha ), it is 
possible to postulate an injunction about the performance of 
Ratrisatra, similarly the fruit in the form of becoming Brahman 
having been spoken of, itis possible to suppose an injunction 
like ‘Being desirous of becoming Brahman one should acquire 
the knowledge of Brahman’;' and thus even statements like 
‘Tat tvam asi’ can be subservient to injunctions of action, 
otherwise they would be meaningless. Sankara retorts that in 
that case emancipation would be the fruit of action in the 
form of upasana@ and so would be perishable like heaven, etc. 
Motever, upasana being a mental act is conative; it can be 
done, not done or done otherwise, whereas knowledge is 
invariably produced if its causal apparatus is present and 
straightaway leads to emancipation (83-85). 


Mandana then changes his ground: Such statements as 
"fat tvam asi’ may not enjoin upasana, but they cannot be 
cited as supporting the unity of java and I$vara; they merely 
show their resemblance. Sarikara refutes this by analysing it. 
Do the statements show resemblance inasmuch as both are 
sentient or because they have qualities like omniscience, ubiqui- 
tousness, etc. In the former case, it is too well known to require 
any exposition. * In the. latter case, Mandana’s own view 
would be contradicted as that interpretation would result in 
the unity of jiva and J$vara.+ Hence statements like ‘Tat tvam 
asi’ must be interpreted to teach the unity of jiva and IS$vara. 
Mandana then argues that such statements can urge their 
resemblance in respect of such qualities of the soul as pleasure, 
knowledge, etc. (which are not known as they are obscured 
by Avidya), on the strength of eternality alone. There should 
be no difficulty here. Sankara answers that in that case one 
should not be obstinate or dogmatic about the vjew that the 








* Cf, Siddhasadhana, + Cf. viruddha. 
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statements propound that the two are different. As a matter of 
fact, Mandana himself has removed the doubt as to why the jtva 
does not appear as the Supreme by speaking of the obscuration 
enused by Avidya. Mandana then argues that their resemblance 
‘extends only up to sentiency. By stating that the cause of this 
world is sentient, the siatement repudiates the stand of the 
Samkhyas and others who maintain that Prakrti, atoms and 
‘the like insentient principles are the ultimate causes of the 
world. Whereon Sankara rejoins that statements like ‘ He 
observed’ (sa aiksata), etc. remove all doubt as to the ultimate 
cause being insentient, so it is futile to raise this question 
again(86-91), 


Mandana than puts forth an argument on the strength of 
_ our empirical experience. That the statemenis should propound 
_the unity of the individual soul and the Supreme Being is 


‘contradicted by our empirical perceptual experience and so. 


these statements should not be accepted as_ such. On the 
contrary such statements should be looked upon as subservient 
to injunctions regarding svadhaya (study ) and thus as useful 
‘in japa (mutterance), Sankara answers that if the senses were 
‘to give us knowledge of difference or duality, the vedic state- 
ment abont unity would be certainly contradicted, .But bheda 
or difference is not an object of direct knowledge, so how 
could its knowledge contradict Vedic statements about unity? 
Mandana argues : In cognitions like ‘I am different from the 
Lord’ (bhinno’ham 1sad) we know difference as an epithet or 
qualification of the individual soul. Thus even in the absence of 
any contact between the senses and difference, there must be 
yiSesanata sannikarsa between them leading to the cognition 
of the negation of the Lord in the soul. Sankara answers that 
if mere visSesanata sannikarsa_ sufficed, all things could be 
directly known--even a jar intercepted by a wall. But this 
is not true. Hence vi$esunata sannikarsa can lead to the know- 
ledge of bheda only when the substratum of bheda is in contact 
with the sense-organs, but in the present case we find that 
the soul is not in contact with the sense-organs, Mandana 
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argues that it is wrong to say that the soul which is the sub- 
stratum of bheda has no contact with the sense-organs. Citta 
(mind) and @tman(soul) both being substrates can be substrates 
of conjunction (samyoga). Sankara answers.that tbe soul could 
be ubiquitous or atomic, In either case its contact with divisible: 
things isnot possible. Mandana should be aware of this; after 
all he was not a yogin.* Itis observed that only things having 
constituent parts (s@vayava) can come into contact with things 
having constituent parts. Up to now Sankara has accepted for 
the sake of argument that mind is a sense-organ, but as a 
matter of fact it is not a sense-organ, it only helps the ‘sense- 
organs. to perceive, as light does. Thus rebuffed Mandana 
argues that if the cognition of di fferenc: (bheda ) does not 
arise from the sense-organs it must be of the nature ofthe 
witness—self. As such how could statements like ‘ Tat tvam asi’ 


be capable of teaching the unity of jiva and JSa as there 


would still. be conflict with the cognition of bheda (difference). 
Satikara answers this by saying: True, perception, which is of 
the nature of the witness-self, shows the bheda of jiva and 


[Sa as possessed of Avidya and Maya respectively; Sruti- on 


the other hand shows ihe unity of the absolute in jiva and 
Tévara: so there is no conflict between the two. And if there 
is any conflict, the initial perception being weak is fit to be 
set aside by. the firal and more powerful Sruti according to 
the set rule of setting aside or demolishing. Mandana rejoins 
that even so the Sruti ‘regarding unity would be in conflict 
with the following inference : Jiva has difference described by 
Brahman, because it is non—omniscient, like jar (ayam brahma- 
nirapitena bhedena yukto ghatadivat- 102), Sankara argues,,;“ Is 
this difference that is proved real or imaginary ? In the former 


case there would be absence of illustration (—the fallacy. of 


drstantasiddha ), because iar and the like are lacking in‘the 
said difference and are not the adjuncts ( pratiyogin) of it. If 
the latter be accepted, imaginary difference is recognised by 
us also, and it is not necessary to prove it (—otherwise there 


J-106 
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auld be the fault of siddhasadhana\,” Mandana answers this 
by saying that what is to be proved is the jiva’s being the 
substratum of difference described by Brahman, and this a 
certainly found in jar etc. and is not contradicted by sva: 
pratyaya, knowledge of the self. Thus there is not the fault 
of lack of illustration and because Sankara does not accept 
that difference cannot be sublated by knowledge of the self, it 
has to be proved, and so the argument is faultless. Sankara 
refutes this argument also: What is meant by ‘sva’ ?—the self as 
- possessed of pleasure, etc. called the individual soul, or the 
soul bereft of them? If the former, this is what Sankara him- 
Self accepts and so it is not necessary to prove it. In the latter 
Case, again there will be drst@nta—hani (lack of illustration ) 
as the jar etc. being just fictions of ignorance in the self 
bereft of pleasure etc. are capable of being. sublated by the 
Knowledge of the self and so there is no bheda (difference) 
which cannot be sublated by the knowledge of the self. Mandana 
€xplains that when he mentioned bheda, he meant bheda not 
due to any adventitious factor (upadhi), so it was necessary 
to prove it, and there could not be the fault of siddha-sadhana 
(Proving what is already established ), Sarikara- regards the 
difference of Téyara and Jivaas due to an adventitious factor, 
but regards the difference of jar and [§vara as not due to an 
adventitious.factor, so the fault of drsi@nia-hani could not be 
Said to be present. At this point ankara rejoins that he regards 
Avidy@ as an adventitious factor (upadhi) responsible for even 
the difference of: Tgvara and jar, and that not being present in 
the state of the knowledge of the self, there would be drstanta- 
hani. Moreover, in the. inferences put forth by Mandana, 
Jagatva (insentiency) is an upadhi; jar etc. being cognised as 
insentient are false, so their cognition cannot be set aside by 
Ajnana which is the cause of jar and its difference; here their 
being possessed of difference which Cinnot be sublated by 
knowledge of the self is due to jadatva which is thus an 
upadhi, and there is the fallacy of vyapyatvasiddha Moreover, 
an argument like the following can counter-balance the inference 
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regarding the self being different from the Highest—The self 
is not different from the Highest, because it is sentient, like 


the Aighest. Thus Mandana’s aigumcnt is a counter—balanced: 
one(102-107). 


Mandana then attempts to show that these fallacies are 
not there in his argument. Sankara holds that the difference 
of soul (from Brahman) can be sublated by the knowledge of 
Brahman, but that it cannot be sublated by the cognition of 
jar, etc. whereas Mandana wishes to prove that the difference 
from Brahman which knows no transmigration, cannot be 
sublated by the knowledge of Brahman, so there is not the fault 
of siddha-sadhana as also of drsianta-hani as Sankara himself 
recognises that such difference cannot be sublated by the cogni- 
tion of jar, etc. Sankara in order to clarify the position asks ; “ds 
it not sublated by all knowledge of the dharmin (i.e. Brahman) 
or by the cognition of some souls? Now it is recognised that 
even the difference of the soul from jar and the like is sublated 
by the knowledge of Brahman, so it cannot be said that it is. 
not sublated by all knowledge of Brahman. Thus there would 
be drst@nta-hani and the first alternative is not feasible. In 
the second case the souls are different from jar, etc. as they 
are from Brahman and Sankara and his adherents also accept 
that the difference of souls from Brahman cannot’be sublated — 
by the soul’s cognition of jar. Therefore there is the fault of 
siddhasadhana_ Again, what is meant by the dharmin (thing, 
subject)—the qualityless or the qualified? Not the latter, because 
difference is recognised as something that cannot be sublated 
by its cognition and there would be the fault of siddha-s@dhana. 
Nor is the former alternative possible, because it would involve 
a fault whether it is regarded as cognised or not. Is the 
qualityless Brahman the paksa (subject) of the inference when 
cognised or not cognised ? In the Jatter case we would have 
the fallacy of a$rayasiddha; in the former case, the absolwte 
being established as different from the souls, there would 
follow the violation of the Vedanta-pramana giving us know- 
ledge of the dharmin (Brahman), and so there being conflict 
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with the Veda, there would be the fallacy of badhita (108-111). 


Mandana rebuffed 01 many grounds and unable to refute 
Sankara’s argument, sets forth an argument based on Sruti 
passages. Sruti Passages like ‘ Dya suparna sayuja sakhaya...’ 
refer to the difference of soul and God, one of whom eats 
the pippala, while the other does not. Many such passages 
are in. conflict with passages propounding non-difference. 
Sankara answers that in respect of the difference of the Highest 
and the individual scul which is established by perception and 
which’ does not yield any fruit, the Sruti passages cannot be 
a proof, because even according to the Mimamsakas, the Sruti 
is authoritative IMasmuch as it yields unique or new knowledge; 
otherwise an arthavada passage (intended merely to praise or 
condemn ) though it does not intend to convey its literal 
Meaning would be pramana (proof). Mandana argues that 
as a Sruti sentence giving us information about a thing already 
known from the Smrtis is recognised as proof as being their 
source, so a sentence speaking about a thing (e g. difference). 
which is already established by perception must be regarded 
as a proof as being its basis. Sankara rejoins : Sruti isa proof 

im respect of things known from the Smrti not because it is 
its source, but because it gives unique knowledge as the know- 
‘ledge of the things discussed in the Smrti was originaily derived 
“| from ‘the Sruti; that is’ all the more reason why Sruti should 
. , not be a proof Lecause it is the source in respect of things 
known by a person who has no inkling of the knowledge of 
the Sruti, that is to Say, in. respect of bheda (difference) which 
is known by pereption and the like by tbe ignorant. Up to 
; now: Sankara has accepted Mandana’s position that the Sruti 
asserts the difference of jJtva and JSvara; but as a matter of 
fact, the Sruti distinguishes the soul from buddhi (intellect ) 
and. says that it is free from the mundane state involving 
_.. pleasure, pain, etc. Mandana Objects: If the Sruti be said to 
speak of the difference of buddhi and embodied soul and not 
of the difference of embodied soul and I$vara, how could the 
Sruti asserting the enjoyership of an insentient entity (buddhi) 
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be regarded as authoritative. Sankara answers that there should 
be no scope for doubt as the Paitgya-rahasya Brahmana itself 
explains this by saying that that which €als Or enjoys is the 
sattva (buddhi) and that which looks 02 is the Witness soul, 
Mandana’s contention is that even in this Brahmana,-sattva 
denotes the embodied soul and ASsetrajna denotes Paramaiman 
(the Highest Self), and so.the sentence could not have any 
other meaning. Sankara explains that from the sentence of the 
Paingya-rahasya, ‘Tad etat sattvan yena svapnam pasyaty atha 
yo'yam Sarira upadrasia sa ksetrajnas tav etau sattva-ksetra- 
Jtiau’ (That is the sattva by which it sees dreams and. that 
which is the embodied witness is the ksetrajma), it can be seen 
that ‘ sattva’ means citta (mind) and ksetrajma refers to the 
Embodied soul who isthe witness. Mandana in turn contends 
that he who is the agent of the act of seeing a dream is the 
individual soul and the witness of the dream.who is referred 
to by the word ‘ ksetrajiia’ is the omniscient God. Sarkara’s 
argument against this is that tbe affix ‘riz? denotes the subject, 
So the instrumental case must be accepted as signifying the 
instrument. The seer is qualified as ‘§a@rjzra’ (embodied), so he 
could not be /Svara. Mandana again argues that ‘ S@rira’ 
means that which is in the body. Cannot the omnipresent 
Lord be denoted by the word ‘Sarira’? Sankara objects that 
I§vara staying in places other than the body also cannot be 
termed ‘sd@rira’; ether being ubiquitous, is present in the body - 


also, still no one calls it ‘ §@rira’. Mandana answers that in 


that case the Vedic mantra would be rendered inauthoritative, 
If the mantra be taken as speaking of intellect and embodied 


‘soul instead of soul and God, then it would be referring to 


the insentient buddhi (intellect) as ‘eating’, ‘enjoying’ etc. How 
could such a mantra be authoritative? Sankara answers that 
the power to burn is ascribed to iron which normally does 
not burn, on account of its contact with fire; similarly because 


it is permeated by sentience, the insentient buddhi can be said 
to be the enjoyer. 4 


Mand ana again contends that we have Srutj passages saving 
\ 
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that the individual soul and the Highest Self are different; 
for instance, it is said in the Katha Upanisad that jiva and 
Jévara are as completely different as shade and light are. The 
Katha Upanisad’s reference to ‘the two drinking rta’ can be 
regarded as setting aside Sruti. passages speaking of unity. 
Sankara answers that a Sruti passage speaking of difference 
which is empirically established cannot set aside a Sruti passage 
speaking of unity; on the contrary, the latter speaking of 
something unique is more powerful and so can set aside the 
former. This appears to be something strange to Mandana. 
The Sruti passage about difference is supported by other sources 
of knowledge like perception, so it can very well set aside 
the passage about unity whose object is contradicted by other 
pramanas or sources of knowledge. Sankara rejoins, “Ob leader 
of the wise, other prama@nas cannot render Sruti stronger. On 
the contrary, it would mean that Sruti gives knowledge of 
something which falls within the scope of other pramanas, 
and is therefore not unique; giving knowledge of a thing 
already known, the Sruti would be rendered weaker or even 
apramana (non-validy’ (112-130). 

In this way, the dignified controversy goes on between the 
two, till on seeing Mandana’s garland faded Sarada invites 
them for food and tells Sankara that Durvadsas had inflicted a 
curse on her—Sarasvati—which was to continue till Sankara’s 
victory. This having occurred, she starts to go to her original 
residence. But Sankara stops her with the help of araftya- 
durgamantra, because he desires to defeat her also not for 
proving his omniscience, but in order to establish his own 
doctrine as the only true one (131-134). | 


Then Mandana very humbly raises a question as to how 
the great Jaimini’s teachings could be false, whereon Sankara 
reconciles the teaching of the Parva Mimams@ Satra with that 
of the Brahma-satra. Actions are important inasmuch as they 
purify the mind and make it fit for the higher pursuit and the 
Parva Mimamsa does not deny God but only contends that 
the existence of God cannot be demonstrated by inference as 
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the Nyaya-Vaisesika holds. Hearing this interpretation, all are 
pleased—Mandana and the sabhapatis ( presidents ) including 
Sarada (—ninth canto, 2-16). Later Sarada also is eager fora 
controversy with Sarikara though the latter is reluctant, as the 
great-famed do not enter into a debate with women. But the 
lady pleads that if one Wants to preserve one’s own doctrine 
against others, one must discuss with all including women. 
Did not Yajfiavalkya discuss With Gargi and King Janaka 
with Sulabha ? Where they not great and famous ? (9.53-6 1). 


days, the discussion being couched in clever flowing words. 
Sdrada finding no other way Of victory, asks him questions 
pertaining to the science of Erotics. Sankara asks for a month’s 
time for Preparation—this was a practice in debates—after 
which Sarada could never claim to be an expert in the science 
of Erotics.2? This latter part of the episode appears to be 
Sttange and unbelievable. 


The fifteenth canto of this work gives a description of 
the digvijaya (Conquest) of Sankara in the field of philosophical 
discussion, He moved from one place to another defeating 
rival thinkers—Saktas and others. An account 1S given of his 
Controversy with Nilakantha, a Saiva poet who sets forth and 
attempts to prove his view in the presence of Sankara. Sankara 
refutes his statements. Then Nilakantha, instead of defending 
his position attacks Sanikara’s doctrine of Absolute Non-dualism., 
His contention is that Sankara’s exposition of Vedantic Passages 
like ‘Tat tvam asi’ (That thou art) is not amenable to [eason, 
Jiva and Isvara being as unlike each other as darkness and 
light cannot be one. The analogy of sun and its reflection 
cannot solve this difficulty. Vyomasiva and other Pasupata 
teachers have shown that the reflection in the mirror or water 
1S false, so the question’ of unity does not arise at al!. Even 
the followers of Sankara hold that the reflection of the face 
In a mirror is different from the original face and is there- 
fore false (15.43-45). It is not true to Say that the ignorance 
of jiva and the omniscience of /Svara, which are contradictory 
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qualities, being fictions of Maya, will be sublated; and jiva 
and Iévara both being equally of the nature of pure sentience, 
their unity alone is real. Difference (bheda) which is established 
by hundreds of proofs cannot be sublated, otherwise there 
would be nothing like difference; if ‘horseness’ (Hayatva) and 
‘cowness’ (gotva) which are contrary are sublated, horse and 
cow will be necessarily one. If it is not desirable to give up 
what is established by proofs, then it is not also desirable to 
set aside the difference of jive and ISvara which is established 
by our experience, viz. ‘I am not God’ (46-48). 

Sankara defends his own position by saying that . the 
contradiction is only in the literal meaning of the expression 
atid not in the indicated meaning arrived at through it. If 
the contradiction is averted by bhaga-laksana (partial renuncia- 
tion of the expressed meaning) as in ‘so’sau’ (This is that ), 
‘the two words can be seen to refer to one thing. The contin- 
gency urged wi!!l not arise; there is no proof demonstrating 
the oneness-of horse and cow, so that by bhaga-laksana 
the two could be understood as one. Nilakantha argues that 
there is nothing besides ignorance and omniscience which 
constitute the nature of java and Ivara respectively so that 
on the strength of it laksana (11 dication ) could be resorted 
sto in ‘Tat tvam asi’. Sankara answers this by saving that these 
respective characters of jiva and ISvara are imaginary, hence 
it. has to be accepted that the substratum on which they are 
superimposed is necessarily real. Even Nilakantha would 
accept that the objects—body, etc. right up to aham (ego) are 
_ insentient; these being eliminated, what remains of the character 
of jiva has to be accepied as uniform and that is its real 
character. It can be established by reasoning that the world 
is false since it is indescribable. Some real character has to 
be accepted as its substratum and that has to be accepted as 
the character of [Svara. Thus both the characters, ignorance 
and omniscience, cannot be realor not due to an adventitious 
factor (upadhi). The crystal by itself cannot be said to have 
redness which it assumes from the japa flower. If the cogni- 
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tions of difference be true, the Sruti would not say that 
he who perceives difference has reason to fear,® as he alone 
who conceives wrongly is in danger of association with some-: 


thing undesirable (49-58). If non-difference though expounded: 


in the Sruti be false, knowledge of non-difference could not be’ 
termed a purusartha* Wrong conviction of the type ‘I am 
not Siva’ (aSiv@ham) is set aside by the scriptures, just as” 
Our perception of the moon as of the size of a span is set aside’ 
by the texts of the sciences. Thus one has to admit that our. 
imagination of difference though ordinarily uncontradicted: 
can be sublated, but one can never admit the denial of the 
knowledge of the oneness of the individual soul and the Highest’ 
Self which is established by Sruti. No source of knowledge is: 
known which is more authoritative than the Vedic word, ‘SO’ 
what is conveyed by it cannot be set aside (59-60). ue 

At this stage, Nilakantha argues that the rsi-s (sages) have 
given diverse expositions of the Highest Self and the reality’ 
of purusartha. How couid Sankara setting aside different views 


be dogmatic about the acceptance of one view alone, viz. that | 


of Kevaladvaita (Absolute Non-dualism)? Sankara answers that: 
there is a rule of interpretation that when there 1s a conflict 
with the stronger proof of Sruti, the statements of the Syartis 
which are less authoritative have to be rejected or explained 
so as to be in agreement with the Sruti statements Utterances 
of rsi-s which are in conflict with the Vedas cannot be regarded ° 
as authoritative (61-62), | bea 


Nilakantba rejoins that an utterance of 4 rst Which is 


logically sound should be as much acceptable as a Sruti State- — 


ment. It is but proper that the soul should be different in each 
body because the pleasure, pain, etc. of each are different from 
those of another and one does not experience the pleasure, 
pain, etc. of another. Thus there should be a plurality of souls, 
The ultimate goal is not moksa as conceived by Sarikara, but. 
the extinction of pain, as all pleasure is adulterated with pain 
and should be avoided like poisoned food (63-66), Sarikara | 
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then refutes these arguments: Pleasure, pain etc. are attributes 
of the mind so they cannot prove the souls to be different; 
they can only prove the existence of different minds in different 
bodies. Thus there is the fault of paksavrtti hetu or reason 
not existent in the paksa (subject), or the fallacy of asiddha 
(unreal reason) in Nilakantha’s argument. It is more reasonable 
to hold that agentship (kartrt@) is present in the insentient 
body on account of its association with sentience and that 
grass, etc. cannot beagents on account of the absence of this. 
Sensuous pleasures arising out of objects are certainly mixed 
with pain, but the imperishable bliss of Brahman is not so 
adulterated, and it is this that is to be regarded as the purusa- 
rtha (desired end) and not the petty extinction of pain 
(67— -69). Thus by a number of statements supported by reasoning, - 
Sankara established his own view, and simultaneously won: 
over the Saiva by his statements smashing the rival’s system 
of thought. Nilakantha became a follower of Sankara, along 
with his disciples (70-7!). There is also an account of 


Satikara’s controversies with Bhatta Bhaskara (80ff) and the 
'Jainas and: such others. 


It may be noted in passing that we —_ similar accounts 
of the intellectual digvijayas (conquests) of Ramanuja, Vallabha, 
Madhva and others. Even from the times of Buddha and 
Mahavira this practice was in vogue of a: teacher entering into 
an intellectual contest with another and he who was defeated 
became along with his disciples a follower of the one who: 
Was victorious or could convince the other. Indrabhiti and 
others whose ‘account is found in the Avasyaka Niryukti and 
the Ganadharavada of the Visesavasyakabhasya are instances 
In point: 

We have, moreover, an interesting play by Jayanta Bhatta, 
the author of the Nyaya-Majijari, called Agamadambara as 
also Sanmatandaiaka. It presents almost throughout controversies 
held between thinkers of rival parties, including one such debate 
sponsored by King Sankaravarman (883-902) of Kashmir and 
his queen. The play presents the adherents of different schools 
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of philosophy as they prevailed during the life- time. of the 
author—the Bauddha, the Jaina, the Carvaka, the Mimarsa, 
the Nyaya-cum-Saiva, the Agama (chiefly Paficaratra) and the 
depraved sects of the Saiva, and the Nilambara. The very: first 
Act presents a debate between Sankarsana (a Snataka. well- 
versed in the Vedas, the Vedangas and the Mimamsa., who i IS 
later put in charge of religious affairs by the king) and Dharmo- 
ttara (-a Buddhist), at which ViSvartipa and other scholars of 
repute are present. .The pragnikas lay down the methods, 
standards and decorum to be followed in the debate, * Perhaps 
in order to save time, Sankarsana is allowed to summarise the 
‘parvapaksa’, the Buddhist view which he had overheard while 
Dharmottara was imparting instruction to his disciple, Dharmo- 
ttara approves of Sankarsana’s summary of the Buddhist doctrines 
and the latter opens his reply by showing that the doctrine of 
Ksanabhanga could not be proved for lack of hetu. Dharmottara 
points out the fetu and the discussion goes on tillin the heat 
of the exchange between the masters, the pupils of the two 
get excited and are about to assault each other physically. 


All others intervene and the debate continues till the 


. prasnikas do not want any more debating on the point ‘of 


Ksanabhangavada which has been ably _ refuted but want 
Vijianavada to be put to debate. The arguments goon and 
again the Bauddha Bhiksu is silenced by Sankarsana, who leaves 
for his bath with the permission of. the prasnikas but only 
after telling Dharmottara that the Buddhist way of thinking 
and living is of no use for the attainment of salvation, but 
it might well be followed by hypocrites as a means of liveli: 
hood. Similarly, in the third Act, there is a very interesting 
debate between Vrddhamnbi, a Cdarvaka, and DharmaSiva 


Bhattaraka, a master of Nyaya and VaiSesika, in the peaceful 


and beautiful Saivasrama of the latter. The problems of God 


* Nyayyam ced abhidhiyate parinitan siddhantabijam vaco, 
heyam cec chala-jati-nigrahapada-prayam kathadambaram; 
na dveso hrdivyaci no parusata na bhrivibhedo mukhe. 
sadhtiinam yadi vada‘esa tad ime sarvatra sabhya vayam. 
—Agamadambara I. 25 (Mithila Institute Darbhanga, 1964 ) 
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being the creator of the world, of anumana (inference) being 
a pramana, reality of s@manya (universal ), existence after 
death, karman and rebirth are discussed in the course of the 
debate. Vrddhambi who is silenced says that he would discuss 
some time later and wants to leave. But DharmaSiva stops him 
saying that he would prove God on the basis of the Agamas. 
Vrddhambi refuses to accept the Agamas as authoritative. At 
this stage, DharmaSiva, who feels fatigued, asks Sankarsana 
to.continue the discussion which goes on for quite a long time 
(IIl. 31-41). On this question again, Vrddhambi is silenced. 
In the fourth act the question of the Bhagavata Agama 
is thrashed out in a debate. The Queen has nominated 
Sahata alias Dhairyarasi as umpire (stheya) in the debate 
between the Vaidikas and the other schools (the Agamas). An 
Officer Mafijira announces Dhairyarasi, who is pleased to see 
that assembly which appears to have brought Brahmaloka to 
Bharatavarsa. He praises that place where all branches of 
knowledge, all kinds of observances, austerities and penances 
flourish (IV. 14). Dhairyarasi is acclaimed by all the scholars 
present. Dhairyarasi places before them the subject of the 
‘controversy, viz. Are Paficaratra and other Agamas authoritative 
or not? Given leave by all the sides, Dhairyarasi agrees to” 
pose the arguments for and against the Agamas on being 
assured that no one would interrupt him unasked. Dhairyarasi 
does this task remarkably well and at length till almost the 
end of the play. First the Mimarns4 view of Veda as anadi 
and apauruseya is considered. As against this the Nyaya view 
of God as the creator of the Veda is propounded. That 
single God may be known as Brahma, Visnu or Rudra and 
He may be the single author of all kinds of Agamas. If 
apparent contradictions could be explained they could similarly 
be explained in the Agamas too. Moreover, they are all one 
so far as the ultimate good, emancipation or salvation, is 
concerned Their difference should be taken as one of diversity 
of path or approach, like the several doors to a single house, 
and it is by virtue of His compassion and abundance of 











Actual Debates and... 854 
knowledge that the Lord has shown so many paths to suit 
diverse kinds of people. The one God by His own free will, 
takes manifold forms as Pasupati, Kapila, Visnu, Sanikarsana, 
Jina, Buddha and Manu and teaches the different Agamas 
(IV. 56-57). Thus the arguments which prove the Veda as 
the work of an Apta, prove also the Agamas to be likewise. 
Whether the Agamas are without beginning like the Veda or they 
are man-made, they should not be attacked out of jealousy, 
but should be accepted as authoritative on a par with any 
other reasonable utterance. They have not been expounded 
out of avarice or delusion, or for duping the people; and the 
tradition followed by the people devoted to them cannot: be 
devoid of ultimate basis; nor have they been deluded by them. 
It is concluded, in order to safeguard against false claims 
to being authoritative, that where tradition has flowed 
uninterrupted from the hoary past, from which the noble ones 
have not turned away, whose practices are neither shunned 
by people nor are done secretly, and which by its very look 
does not appear new, which is not the teaching of the deluded 
or the motivated, a tradition which is such js authoritative, 
not just anything and everything (IV. 100-101). Those traditions 
‘In which something repelling is taught, promiscuity and 
indulgence and unclean eating and drinking are recommended 


or seen,—to them authoritativeness could not be conceded 
(IV. 103). 


At the end, Dhairyarasi asks if he has voiced the feelings 
of all present, and they all applaud him for his eloquent 
words of wisdom. Sankarsana says on their behalf : “With his 
penetrating analysis, eloquence, mastery of Sastras, freedom from 
prejudice, which school has not been supported by Sahata, and 
who is there to excel Sahata ? (IV. 104), The gathering acclaims 
in One voice Sankarsana’s tribute to Sahata. Sankarsana 
promises all help and support from the state for the promotion 
of tolerance of good elements and eradication of all evil 
practices, wherever they be found. 


The Agamadambara of Jayanta gives us a realistic picture 


— 
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of the part that debates on religious and philosophical points 
of controversy. played in’the social and political spheres of 
life in India. Coming as it does from the pen of Jayanta, a 
writer of keen acumen,’ the play is very interesting, as also 
intimately related to the Nyayamanjari, from which arguments 
are drawn (—there are a number of common or parallel 
passages ). Nevertheless, we feel a little disappointed. Some 
debate somewhere could have been presented as of the type of 
jalpa or vitanda, in which free use could have been made, or 
attempted to have been made of chala, jati, nigrahasthana ° 
(especially the different types of the last), which would have 
enhanced the charm and grip of the play. Or, the procsuitty 
of debates could bave been more closely followed. 


The Prubhitvaka-carita of Prabhacandra (13th century ) 
gives us very interesting and even valuable accounts of the 
lives and intellectual contests of certain Jaina acaryas. Malla- 
vadin, the author of the Nayacakra, was one of the greatest 
of the Jaina dialecticians. Malla was the youngest of three 
brothers, the other two being JitayaSas or JinayaSas and 
Yaksa. They had a maternal uncle who was a Svetambara 
Jaina monk named Jinananda Stri, who was defeated by a 
Buddhist monk named Nanda or Buddhdananda in a public 
controversy at Bhrgukaccha (Broach): Jinadnanda Siri left 
Broach and came to Valabhi where he made his nephews his 
disciples. All the three nephews became masters of S@stras. 
Malla then went to Broach and defeated his uncle’s opponent 
Buddhananda in a public controversy in the royal assembly. 
He was given the title ‘V@din’ (dialecticiam, debater) as a token 
of victory. There may be some truth in this episode for we 
find Buddhism gradually disappearing from Gujarat and 
Jainism taking its place soon after the fall of Valabhi-power.® 
Like Valabhi, Anahillapura developed into a great centre of 
intellectual activity in the time of King Bhima I (eleventh 
century). Poets and dialecticians of different sects from different 
parts of India visited the capital of Gurjaradesa and there was 
‘greater emphasis on Tarka (logic and dialectic), Sahitya 
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(literature and poetics) and Laksana (grammar and the philo- 
sophy. of language)—these being some of the main subjects 
that formed the common field of intellectual activity in India. 
Proficiency in these subjects served as a pass-port to royal 
courts and assemblies of the learned. We can see from works 
like the Prabhavakacarita that already in the time of Bhima I 
(eleventh century), Anahillapura had, as said above, developed: 
into a great centre of intellectual activity and poets and dia- 
lecticians of different sects from different parts of India visited 
the capital of GurjaradeSa. The intellectual feats of Suracarya, 
pupil of Govindacarya and cousin of Bhima I are described at 
length in the Prabhavakacarita (18, pp 152-160). As a young man: 
this Stiracarya was a severe task-master of his pupils who once 
complained about his harshness to the elder guru, Govindacarya. 
The latter rebuked him and told him to show the power of- 
his learning by conquering the learned assembly of Bhoja.. 
The young dialectician understood the taunt and expressed 
his determination to proceed to Dhara. His guru permitted him 
to go and King Bhima sent him to Dhara as his representative. 


Another important figure of the times is the learned poet 
Dharma of Bhrgukaccha. His account is given at length in 
the Prabhavakacarita in connection with the poet Dhanapala 
of Dhara and Santyacarya, a preat logician of Anahillapura, | 
As a child Dharma was a dunce, so his learned father Stradeva 
asked him to find out some employment for himself. He became” 
a watchman in a sugar-cane field on the other side of the | 
river Narmada and while Serving there developed uncommon. 
intellectual powers through the favour of a yogiat. He went 
home, but was not welcomed by his father so he left his © 
home in disgust abusing his Kaula sect in the choicest terms. 
He toured all the provinces, holding debates with learned men 
and defeating them. He also went to Dhara and sent his: 
challenge to King Bhoja. There he described himself as having - 
defeated Sambhu of Gauda, Dvija in Dhara, Visnu in Bhatta— 
Mandala and PaSupati in Sti Kanyakubja. His challenge is 
that he could face anyone in Tarka, Laksana and Sahitya. He- 
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easily defeats all the learned men of Bhoja’s assembly. Bhoja 
sends for the poet Dhanapala who had left him on feeling 
insulted in connection with his Tilakamanjari and appeals to 
his patriotism by saying, ‘Shall a foreigner—a Kaula—defeat 
Dhara?’ Dhanapala returns from Satyapura(Sachor in Rajputana) 
and defeats Dhaima who accepts his superiority saying that 
there is nobody who is Dhanap4la’s equal. Dhanapala asks 
him to visit Santistri of Anahillapura. Dharma at his suggestion 
starts for Gurjaradega, and meets the great logician Santistri 
in an open debate. The arguments that Dharma put forth 
were taken from the Tattvopaplavasimha (of Jayarasi Bhatta), 
a dialectial work showing that nothing can be proved or 
known. Santyacarya answers all his arguments and Dharma 
recognises his superiority. The Prabhavakacarita devotes a whole 
chapter to Santyacarya a great dialectician and poet. It may 
be: noted in passing that in the culture of ancient India, logic 
and poetry were not divorced from each other. From the 
learned assembly of King Bhima, Santyacarya got the titles 
Kavindra (king of poets) and Vadicakrin (king of dialecticians). 
He we.t on Dhanapala’s request to Dhara to critically 
examine the Tilakamaijari and wrote a commentary on it. 
King Bhoja welcomed him cordially and in order to see the 
intellectual powers of this ‘Svetabhiksu’ of Gurjaradesa offered 
to give him a lac of coins for every vadin he defeated. Santi- 
suri defeated eighty-four vadins and got the title Vadivetala 
from Bhoja in addition to the promised sum of money which 
he spent in building temples. After his debate with Dharma, 
Santistiri met and defeated in debate a dialectician who had 
come to Anahillapura from the Dravida country and who is 
represented as speaking in a strange language. 


Santistri had studied under Abhayadevastri, the author of the 
voluminous commentary on the Sanmatitarkacalled Tattvabodha- 
vidhayinz or even more significantly Vadamaharnava and himself 
had thirty-two students studying Pramana-SAstra (logic) under 
him. Buddhist logic was also taught and it was regarded as 
very difficult to grasp.© A young Jaina monk of the ascetic 
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type named Muni Candra attended his lectures standing 
unknown for a fortnight, When Santisiri put certain questions 
to his students and nobody could answer them, Candra Siri 
with Santistiri’s permission answered them to his satisfaction. 
Santistiri was very much impressed and offered to teach him 
and even. provided him with a residence behind the Mint 
(Tankasala),as he being a ‘Suvihita’ monk had great difficulty 
in finding one. This Muni Candra was the preceptor .of Vadi- 
Devastri, a great dialectician and logician, and the author 
of Pramananayatattvalokalankara and its commentary Syad- 
vadaratn@kara, Santisiri composed a commentary on the Uttara- 
dhyayana-sitra with the help of which Vadi-Devastri defeated 
the Digambara dialectician Kumudacandra in the times of 
King Jayasimha. 

We have also an account of Viracarya who is said to 


be a pupil of Govinda Stri and a friend of Jayasimha. The 


Prabhavakacarita relates that in the course of a friendly 
conversation Jayasirnha told Viracarya that the greatness of 
learned men depended upon royal recognition. Viracarya’s 
self-respect was wounded and Jayasimmha, however much he 
wanted to, could not prevent him from Jeaving Anahillapura. 
After repeated requests and invitations from Jayasirmha, Vira- 
carya returned after an extensive tour in different parts of 
India, in the course of which he defeated several dialecticians, 
especially Buddhist ones in Mahabodhapura. Viracarya was 
highly honoured by the King of Gwalior. It is also related 
in the Prabhavakacarita that a dialectician of the Sarnkhya 
school named VAadisimha (— this looks more like a title 


than a name—) visited Anahillapura and challenged the learned: 


men of the city to meet him in public debate. Jayasimha, 


who was very sensitive about the honour of his kingdom. in- 


matters of learning, approached Govindacarya‘’ who sent his 

pupil Viracarya to face the Samkbya in an intellectual duel. 

We do not know whether this debate took place before 

Viracarya left Anahillapura or after he returned, but it is more 
I-108 | | 
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likely that Viracarya met the Samkhya vadin before he left 
Anahillapura. It can also be conjectured that it was this event 
that resulted in his intimacy with Jayasimha. Viracarya also 
defeated in a debate one Kamalakirti, a Digambara dialectician. 


Vadi-Devasiri is one of the greatest names in the field 
of logic and dialectics. His activities were spread in the reigns 
of Siddharaja Jayasirnha and Kumarapdla. He belonged, as 
we have seen, to the school-of Muni Candra Siri and his 
teacher Santistiri who himself was a student of Abhayadeva. 
In the early part of his career he became famous as a great 
debater who silenced dialecticians, one of them being Kumuda- 
candra, a powerful Digambara dialectician. This defeat of 
Kumudacandra was a sort of Jand—-mark in the history of the 
Svetambara Jainas. As a verse attributed to Hemacandra says, 
there would. have been no Svetambara in Gujarat if Devasiri 
had not defeated Kumudacandra who had, according to the 
conditions of the debate, to leave this province. This incident 
forms the subject-matter of YaSaScandra’s play Mudrita- 
kumudacandra ( Kumudacandra Silenced). It is also described 
in the Prabhavakacarita ( pp. 174 ff) in which we get some 
more details. 


The Mudritakumudacandra preseats the scene of the debate 
between Vadi-Devasiri and Kumudacandra in the court of 
Siddharaja Jayasimha of Gujarat, It was in Asapalli (—the 
Older name of Karnavati and the modern Ahmedabad—.) that 
. the seeds of discord between Kumudacandra and Devastri 
were sown. Both of them were staying for the monsoon in 
that city, perhaps in the year 1124 A.D.. Devasiri did not, 
at first, mind the vauntings of Kumudacandra, in accordance 
with the practice of the religious duty of Sama or control of 
anger. But his correligionists and disciples would not put up 
with the boastings of this naked dialectician when they had 
an intellectual giant like Devastri with them. So when an 
old nun was harassed by Kumudacandra, Devasiri’s righteous 
indignation was roused and he decided to challenge Kumuda- 
candra to enter into a debate with him, He sent word to the 
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Jaina Sangha of Anahillapura, who welcomed this decision, 
Devastiri sent an invitation to Kumudacandra to meet: him 
in the court of Siddharaja which Kumudacandra readily 
accepted. It appears that there were attempts on the part of both 
sides to prejudice the issue. Devastiri however strictly forbade 
his party to try underhand means, At first, the minister Gangila 
was prejudiced against him but ultimately he got a fair hearing 
in the court of Jayasimha. 


Both the vadin and the prativadin were called to the 
debating hall—-according to the Prabhavakacarita on the full-moon 
day of Vaisakha, Vikrama Samvat, 1181=1125 A.D..7 We are 
not told whether this was the first or the Jast day of the 
debate, as wearetoldin the Prabhavakacarita that the debate 


lasted for sixteen days. A detailed description of.the scene of” 


the debate is given. The King himself is the sabhapati whose 
decision is final. He is assisted by four sa>hyas (members) 
Maharsi, \jearned in Tarka (logic), Bharata (Mahabharata) and 
Parasara (Smrti of ParaSara ); Utsaha, well known for his 
learning in SaradadeSa ie. Kashmir; Sagara, an ocean of 
uncommon intelligence, and Rama, well versed in logic and 
dialectics. On the side of Devastri are the poet-laureate Sripala 
and Bhabht, a man of wonderful genius; and on the side of 
Kumudacandra the ‘three KeSavas’. The general Silanka and at 
first the minister Gangila are somehow against Devastri. The 
Digambara acarya is announced to be the vadin (proponent) 
and Vadi-Devastri the prativadin (opponent). The question 
at issue is whether women (or souls in female embodiment) 
“could liberate themselves, Kumudacandra is asked to set 
forth in a syllogistic form his view, viz. women cannot attain 
emancipation. Then Vadi—Devastri says that a prativadin has 
a two-fold function to perform; he has to refute the stand-point 
of the other party as also demonstrate his own view. Accor-- 
dingly Vadi-Devastiri refutes the argument of Kumudacandra 
and states his own view, viz. women can attain emancipation, 
Kumudacandra twice asks Devastiri to repeat his argument and 
even then without understanding it attempts to refute it. (He 
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could not demand further repetition of the argument as the 
‘check’ Ajmana would then be applied}. Devastiri says that 
‘anavabodha’ (that Kumudacandra had not grasped the point) 
could be the the only answer. Normally it is accepted that a 
party before refuting the other party’s position should reproduce 
it. But if the other party’s argument is of the type of a 
sophistical refutation (jai or disanabhasa), it should not be 
reproduced but only the flaw should be pointed out, otherwise 
the person reproducing the sophistical argument would be 
subject to a nigrahasthana (‘check’), Maharsi appreciates 
Devasutri’s subtlety in not reproducing Kumudacandra’s ati 
type of argument. Kumudacandra now demands that the 
Statement of the syllogism be written on paper. The. king and 
the members of the assembly are convinced that Devastiri is 
victorious and that Kumudacandra is defeated, but the King 
Only in order to satisfy Kumudacandra allows the statement 
to be written on paper. KeSava,a member on Kumudacandra’s 
side. Writes it. Kumudacandra~ studies it and refutes it. 
Devasiiri then reproduces his argument, refutes it and 
establishes his Own position. In doing so he uses the word 
Kofakori’ to which Kumudacandra objects on the ground 

oe ell wrong. The sca mmarian Utsaha—the 
Migs ge nthe assembly intervenes to say that according 
eb all the three words — Kotakoti’, ‘ Kotikoli’ and 
matte Tie on ee peas him of a statement 
Ronin. ( antah ko{akoti-sthitike sati karmani’. 
aa A A a makes a WELy feeble and unsuccessful 
€ the opponent’s argument and Devasitri 

makes fun of him by Saying that even a teath part has not 
been reproduced, leave alone refutation by pointing out flaws 
in the argument. Devastri .reproduces Kumudacandra’s 
argument and refutes it. Kumudacandra does not dare to 
proceed further though the King exhorts him not to be indolent 
and to go ahead as he is there to ask the disputing parties 
to stop the argument when he thinks it proper to do so, Thus 
Vadi—Devasiiri is victorious and Kumudacandra is defeated. 
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The King says that Kumudacandra, whose heat-of arrogance 
has been pacified, no longer requires an umbrella, nor does 
he any more require camaras (fans) as flies would be whisked 
away by his deep sighs. 


It is evident that the author of the play ‘ Mudritakumuda- 
candra” had in view the entire procedure and body of rules 
laid down for. debates. We are told in the Prabhavakacarita 
that Devastiri used his knowledge of the commentary of 
Santistiri on the Uittaraddhyayana bearing on the topic of the 
emancipation of women and defeated Kumudacandra who 
could not answer his arguments.® His career as a dialectician, 
perhaps prior to his becoming an G@carya, is described in the 
Prabhavakacarita| In Dhavalaka (Dholka) he defeated a 
dialectician named Dhandha or Bandha of the Sivadvaita school 
(p. 172, v. 39), According to Mudritakumudacandra, however 
it was Municandrastri, Devasiiri’s preceptor, who defeated the 
Saiva who is described there as surpassing both Brhaspati 
and Sukracarya (p. 17, v. 10) Perhaps Devasiri played an 
important role in heiping his guru in the debate with this 
powerful Saiva dialectician. The Prabhavakacarita also refers 
to his meeting Kasmira Sagara in Satyapura ( or Sachor in 
Marwad ), Gunacandra, a Digambara in Nagapur (or Nagor 
in Marwad), Sivabhiti of the Bhagavata Schoo! in Citrakiita 
(or Citod), Gangadhara in Gopagiri (or Gwalior), Dharanidhara 
in Dhara, Padmakara in Puskarini, and Krsna, the leader of 
the Brahmanas in Bhrguksetra (p. 172, vv. 39-42). How much 
of this account is historical we cannot say, but the defeat of | 
Gunacandra is corroborated by the Mudritakumudacandra 
(pp. 16, 25). According to this play this debate was held in 
the court of Arnoradja of Sapadalaksa whose protege the 
play-wright YaSaScandra was. This debate took place before 
his famous debate with Kumudacandra, and was probably 
responsible for Kumudacandra’s challenge to the Svetambaras 
for a dialectical duel, though we have no definite information on 
this point. Kunaudacandra is described in the Prabhavakacarita 
(p. 174, vv. 83-86) as a southerner and the guru of JayakeSin, 
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king of Karnataka and the maternal grand-father of Jayasirnha 
Siddharaja. He had defeated several dialecticians whose mario- 
nettes he used to tie to his left foot as so many tokens of 
dialectical conquests. He is represented as the very incarnation 
of pride, In the Mudritakumuducandra, Kumudacandra himself 
narrates his own exploits His opponents included Buddhists, 
Bhatta Mimarmsakas, followers of Sankara, and K4pilas (i.e. 
Samkhyas). How much historical truth there is in this narration 
we cannot say, but it is known that these schools of philo- 
sophical thought flourished in the south and that Digarnbara 
Jainism was then rich in philosophers and dialecticians of a 
.vety high order, some of whose works have survived to this day. 


We have a work of not much importance, written in a 
verbose flowery language, called Jalpakalpalaia, the author 
of which is Ratnamandana of Tapagaccha, disciple of Nandi- 
ratna, who was a disciple of RatnaSekhara Suri. It describes a 
debate between Manikya Muni, a disciple of Vadi-Devastri 
and one Sarikara Naiyayika, a native of Benares. Sankara says 
that there is no conflict between dialectic and poetic talent. 
Literature and logic are not at daggers drawn. A very good 
example of this is the peet-philosopher Sriharsa. Sankara sets 
forth an argument to prove that the world has acreator God, 
and says that there could be no fallacy in his reasoning. 
Manikya Muni then points out fallacies. Dialectical skill is 


very well exhibited in the arguments and answers of Manikya 
Muni and Sankara. 


This suffices to show that there were dialectical duels 
between dialecticians especially those belonging to different | 
schools of thought or sects for the purpose of achieving royal 
favour and Strengthening the position of one’s creed or 
establishing one’s Superiority to others. Such debates seem to 
have been almost a regular feature in the court of the Indian 
kings, and in temples and jin the precincts of monasteries, 
The dialectical discussions found in philosophical books are 
a result of, as also the fountain-source of, the arguments 
hurled at each other in such debates. | 
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Poetical contests were equally popular, and even kings 
participated, of course through a poet in the kingdom. 
One such episode is related in the Prabhavakacarita, The 
intellectual rivalry between Dhara and Anahillapura, and Bhoja. 
and Bhima I has been referred to above. Bhoja in order to 
test the intelligence of Gurjaradega so that he could seize an 
Opportunity to violate the peace—treaty sends a gatha—a Prakrta 
Stanza—to Bhima. The garh@ means that a lion whose prowess 
is seen in the ease with which he kills a powerful elephant 
does not care to make war or keep peace with a deer. The 
Suggestion is clear. The several answers proposed by his 
court—poets do not satisfy Bhima who wants to retort in an 
equally striking manner. His courtiers find one Govindacarya 
who was attending a dance performance with his pupil Siracarya. 
When the damsel perspiringly reposes on a stone—pillar, 
Govindacarya is requested to describe that graceful pose. He 
looks at Siiracarya who composes a beautiful verse.1° The 
courtiers being impressed, request Govindacarya to accompany 
them. He is requested to prepare a befitting reply and again 
he looks at his pupil. Suracarya prepares the answer in a 
Prakrta| gatha—‘The creator created Bhima the destroyer of 
the sons of the blind one; what does one matter to whom a 
hundred did not matter?’!1 Here there is a pun on the words 
‘Bhima’ and ‘Andhakasuta’, Bhima the Pandava killed a hundred 
sons of the bliid Dhrtarastra, so this Bhima will eaSily kill 
one son of the blind (Sindhula, the father of Bhoja who was 
deprived of his eye-sight by his brother Mufija). There is 
also an account in the Prabhavakacarita of Devabodha of 
the Bhagavata sect. He is called a great.savant (mahavidvan ). 
He placed at the royal gate an enigmatic verse for the learned 
men of Anahillapura to explain, Devasiri solved this enigma 
after six months when he returned from the Arbuda mountain 
(Mount Abu) knowing that his guru Muni Candra Siri would 
die within six months,?2 Philosophical contests also were held 
in this way by hanging a patra (enigmatic Statement) on the 


wall of a temple and the like public places (see Patrapariksa 
of Vidyananda). 7 : 
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We have accounts of contests and competitions in the 
 Brahmanas. There was a competition between the gods and 
the asuras.' They agre2d that he who could not givea different 
gender of a term from that mentioned by the other party 
would be defeated. Accordingly the asuras supplied the words 
eka, dve, tisrah, catasrah for ekah, dvau, trayah, catvarah, 
respectively, but could not supply a distinct word of the 
‘feminine gender for pajica (as this is used in the feminine 
gender also’. So the gods won and th: asuras were defeated 
(Tandyamahabrahmana, 21.13). From the story of Astavakra 
in the Mahabharata (Aranyaka-parva, 132-134) it can be seen 
that a contest as he had with Vandin required uncommon wit 
and an acquaintance with many branches of learning, in order 
that the parties to such a contest could on the spot say what 
things were of a particular number (one, two, three, etc.). 


Brahmodyas were very popular in the Vedicdays. Brahmodya 
meant a theological riddle or disputation on Vedic or spiritual 
matters. The legend of Udddlaka Aruni and Svaidayana Saunaka 
gives a very good illustration of a brahmedya (see Satapatha 
Brahmana, 11.4.1). It is said that in days of old it was a 
practice that the chosen offering priest whenever driving about 
used to carry a gold—piece with him (either for offering it for 
the sake of calling out the timid toa disputation as Eggeling 
_ explains, or with a view to his proposing a riddle or problem 
whenever he was afraid, as Geldner interprets it, or in order 

to give it to any learned Brahmana .who would speak up 
against him as the reading of the Gopatha Brahmana 1.3.6. 
would suggest), Accordingly Uddalaka carried a gold—piece 
with him. The Brahmanas of the northern people were afraid 
that he would deprive them of their domain, so they decided 
to challenge him to a brahmodya and to have Svaidayana 
Saunaka as their own champion. Svaidayana after the formal 
greeting straightaway began to question him: ‘‘ He alone, O son 
of Gautama, may drive about amongst people as chosen 
(offering-priest ) who knows in. the Full and New-Moon 
sacrifices eight butter—portions (offered) previously, five portions 
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of sacrificial food in the middle, six (portions ) of Prajapati 
and eight butter portions (offered) subsequently. 


“He alone, O son of Gautama, may drive about amongst 
people as chosen (priest), who knows fromthe Full and New 
Moon sacrifices, whereby it is that creatures here are born 
toothless, whereby they (the teeth) grow with them, whereby 
they decay with them, whereby they come to remain 
permanently with them; whereby, in the last stage of life they 
all decay again with them; whereby the lower ones grow first; 
then the mpper ones, whereby the lower ones are smaller and 
the upper ones, broader; whereby tho incisors are larger and 
whereby the molars are of equal size. 


‘He alone,O son of Gautama, may drive about amongst 
people as chosen (priest) who knows from the Full and New- 
Moon sacrifices, whereby creatures here are born with hair, 
whereby, for the second time, as it were, the hair of the beard 
and the arm-pits and other parts of the body grow on them: 
whereby it is on the head that one first becomes: grey, and 
then, again, in the last stage, one becomes grey all over. 


‘He alone, O son of Gautama, may drive about amongst 
people as chosen (priest) who knows from the Full and 
New-Moon sacrifices, whereby the seed of the boy is not 
productive, whereby in the middle age it is productive, and 
whereby again in his last stage of life it is not productive; 


“And he who knows the golden brilliant winged Gayatri, 
who bears the sacrificer to the beavenly world.” (Satapatha 
Brahmana, 11.4.1.4-8, Eggeling’s Translation, S.B.E.). 


Uddalaka could not answer these questions and he gave 
away the gold—-piece to Svaidayana saying, ‘‘ Thou art learned, 
Svaidayana, and verily gold is given unto him who knows 


gold.” Later Uddalaka came back as a student to Svaidayana 
to learn all this. * 


* We have another version of this legend in the Gopatha Brahmana, 1.3.6. 
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The separate acts of the Darsaptrnamasa (New and Full 
Moon sacrifices) are correlated with facts and events in the 
development of the human body. A_ specimen of this 
correlation may be given here : 


“And inasmuch as the fore-offerings (prayaja) are without 
_invitatory formulas (puro’nuvakya), therefore creatures are 
born here without teeth, and inasmuch as the chief oblations 
(havis) have invitatory formulas, therefore they (the teeth) 
grow in them; and inasmuch as the after-offerings (anuyaja) 
are without invitatory formulas, therefore they (the teeth) 
decay in them, and inasmuch as the Patnisamyagas have 
_iavitatory formulas, therefore they (the teeth) come to remain 
permanently with them: and inasmuch as ine Samistayajus is 
without invitatory formula, therefore they all decay again in 
the last stage of life.” (11.4.1.12). 

This isa mystic or occult explanation of the Darsapurnamasa 
sacrifice. We have a similar riddle—like theological discourse 
( brahmodya ) between Proti (—according to the Gopatha 
Brahmana, Predi) Kausambeya Kausurubindi and his teacher 
Uddalaka Aruni (see Satapatha Br. 12 2.2. 13-23; Gopatha 
Br. 1.424) in which the sacrifice, the year as the single one 
(ekam) is said to consist of respectively ten, nine, eight, etc. 
days. This is the mystic import of the year. A number of such 
curious or enigmatic proble, s are posed in the Atharva Veda 
soe for instance Atharva Veda 8.9.7 asserts the paradox, 
iheerd ir eb (female) the father of Brahman.” (See also 
nha do a 41: 9-1; Tal; 8.9; 20. 129-133 ete. ) Though 

se brahmodyas might appear puerile to us, they 
‘Were not so to the sages of old, and whatis more important 
were, as said earlier, the fruits of the untiring pursuit of the 
mind asking questions about each curious phenomenon. Such 
brahmodyas become the subjects of intellectual contests in 
the Vedic days. , 
3 In India, controversial problems——philosophical, religious, 
social, judicial, literary and the like-have always been decided 
in debates and controversies, in roya! assemblies, temples, places 
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of learning, public squares and such other places. There is’ a’ 


work called Vada@yali, a collection of controversies establishing 
different doctrinal views of the Suddhadvaitins. Most of these 
vadas are those of Purusottama. The topics range from ardhya- 
punrdra—dharana ( having the vertical religious mark on the fore- 
head) and -narti-paja (image—worship) to khyatis (theories of 
knowledge) and @tman (soul, self ).18 These give us some 
idea of the kinds of controversies that “ere held in the 
assemblies of experts. The Vajrasici, a later upan'sad, discusses 
the problem of caste. In the Buddhist Pitakas also we have 
many instances of the repudiation of the caste-system (varfa- 
yyavastha). In the Assalayana-sutta (Majjhima Nikaya), Buddha’s 
questions are very interesting and convincing, e.g. ‘Is fire lit 
by a Brahmana brighter and more useful than that lit by others?’ 
Similarly in the V@settha-sutta, Vasettha and Bharadvaja well- 
versed in pada (metre?) ,vyakarana(grammar), nirukta (etymology) 
and jappa (jalpa i.e. discourse, debate) cannot agree as to how 
one ts a Brahmana,—by his birth or by his character. Buddha 
explains to them that there is a /itga (mark) peculiar to 
different classes of living beings, but there is no such mark 
distinguishing the jatis or so-called castes of human beings 
from one another. There is no difference in their bodies. They 
are only conventionally addressed differently. In the Sonadanda 
Sutta (Digha Nika@ya) also there is a discussion as to who is 
a true Brahmana. 


We find an interesting the recorded in The Life of 
Hiuen Tsiang* which gives us an idea of the social and religious 
importance of controversies. Siladityaraja sent a messenger 
with a letter to the Nalanda convent to Silabhadra, the master 
of the Lawin which he said, “Your Servaat, whilst progressing 
through Orissa met some priests of the Little Vehicle, who 
adhere to a Sa@Stra which abuses the principles of the Great 


ae 


The Life of Hiuen Tsiang (p. 160 ff) by the Shaman Hui Li, with 
an Introduction containing an account of the works of I-tsing by Samuel 
Beal, with a Prefacz by L. Cranmer-Byng (London Kegan Paul, Trench, 
Trubner & Co, Ltd, 1914). 
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_Nehicle. They speak of the followers of that system as men 
of a different religion and they wish to hold a controversy 
with you on this point.....” He begged Silabhadra to send 
four men ‘of eminent ability, well acquainted with one and 
the other school, and also with the esoteric and exoteric 
doctrine, to the country of Orissa,’ Silabhadra assembled the 
Congregation and after inquiry selected Sagaramati, Prajna- 
raSmi, SirnharaSmi and the Master of the Law (Hiuen Tsiang) 
as the four men in reply to the king’s mandate. But Siladitya- 
raja again sent a letter to the effect that there was no 
immediate pressure and they could wait and come later. 

_ About this time there was a heretic of the Shun-si sect 
(—the Lokayatiyas) who came to dispute with the Nalanda 
monks and he wrote out forty theses and hung them up at the 
Temple gate. “If any one within can refute these principles ”’, 
he said, ‘I wilj give my head as a proof of his victory”. 
Several days Passed without any response to this challenge. 
Then Hiuen-Tsiang sent an attendant to go and pull down 
the Writing, tear it to pieces and trample it under foot. The 
Brahmana was initially in a rage but on hearing the well-known 
name of Hiuen-Tsiang was abashed and would not enter into a 
dispute with him, Hiuen-Tsiang, therefore, asked him to come 
in and discuss the points. Then in the presence of Silabhadra 
he called on all the priests to be witnesses while he disputed 
with the Brahmana. He then noticed in succession the various 
‘Opinions of the different heretical schools...... The Brahmana 
was silent and unable to reply. Hiuen-Tsiang did not take 


his life, but ordered him to act as servant and follow his 
directions (teaching or doctrine) 





Now Hiuen-Tsiang being desirous to go to Orissa, inquired 
about getting the essay of the ‘Little’ Vehicle’ which proposed 
to destroy the principles of the ‘Great Vehicle’ in 700 Slokas. 
He found on examination several passages of a doubtful 
character. The Brahmana whom he had conquered had studied 
the principles of the ‘Little Vehicle’ five times, so Hiuen-Tsiang 
caused him to go through the entire work. Then having grasped 
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the errors of the work, he wrote a refutation of it in 1600 é/okas 
and called it ‘The Destruction of Heresy’, taking up the doctrines 
of the Great Vehicle point by point, Hiuen- -Tsiang out of 
gratitude Jiberated the Brahmana who filled with joy went 
forth to K€amariipa in Eastern India and told Kumararaja 
about the ‘high qualities’ of Hiuen—Tsiang. 

King Siladitya after some time called an assembly in the 
town of Kanyakubja in order to exbibit the ‘refinements of 
the Great Vehicle, and commanded all the Sramanas and 
Brabhmanas and heretics to attend. Hiuen-Tsiang began to extol 
the teaching of the Great Vehicle and he announced a subject 
for discussion and he got it exhibited to the members of the 
great Community. He also got a placard to be written and 
hung outside the door of the place of assembly exhibiting 
the same to all the people, and adding, “If there is any one 
who can find’a single word in the proposition contrary to 
reason, or js able to entangle the argument, thenat the request 
of the opponent I offer my head-as a recompense”. 

Day after day for five days no one came forward to say 
a word. After five days had passed, the unbelievers of the 
Little Vehicle, seeing he had overturned their school, plotted 
to take his life. But the king hearing of it issued a procla- 
mation of warning of severe consequences. From this time 
‘the followers of error’ withdrew and disappeared, so that 
when eighteen days had passed and there had been no one to 
enter into the discussion, Hiuen-Tsiang was honoured by one 
and all. The congregation of the Great Vehicle called him 
‘Mahayanadeva’, while the followers of the Little Vehicle 
called him ‘ Moksadeva’. | 

We may say that though philosophical works and works | 
pertaining to other disciplines do not record the parties or the 
occasion connected with acontroversy or discussion, yet there 
is no doubt that such discussions in these works were originally 
pecessitated by some such controversy—-formal or otherwise 
-—In the world of school-men, academicians or sectarians, 
and these served as guides for future discussions and debates. 
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Later it became a practice to incorporate such dialectical 
criticism of problems in almost every work. Even the early 
Brahmana works are a result of the controversies between 
different schools of ritualists regarding the manner of perform- 
ance and the order of religious rites and such other contro- 
verted points connected with sacrifices. In some old documents 
we find records of debates pertaining to the rights and 
disabilitics and the hierarchy of the different castes, and about 
social customs and even matters connected with marriage, 
divorce, dowry, social responsibilities and the like. The local 
panca (assembly usually of five members) consisting of 
representatives from all castes or parties, and presided over 
by a Chairman usually decided such points after a proper 
consideration of the arguments advanced by the two parties. 

The art of debate was considered an important acquisition 
among medical practitioners. Very often the rival practitioners 
sbowed off, or perhaps had to show off their skill and learning 
in debates on the occasion of the treatment of patients who 
were rich. Physicians also would discuss in order to arrive 
at a Correct diagnosis, or in order to decide controversial 
Poms pertaining to Medicine at a conference. The fact that 
Physicians in counsel earnestly discussed together in order to 
arrive at right conclusions regarding both the theoretieal causes 
of diseases and their cures and their practical discernment in 
Individual cases is quite clear from even a superficial study of 
the Caraka Samhita. The entire work seems to be a collection 
of discussions of learned physicians with Atri as their chairman. 
Where differences of opinion were great, they are all found 
noted and Atri’s own opinion on them is given and where 
there was more or less unanimity or where Atri himself 
lectured on particular problems his own opinion alone Is given. 
It is also described, as we have seen, how a good and clever 
physician is to defeat his opponents in a controversy ina 
legitimate and scientific way and also by tricky devices if 
necessary, It was a practical necessity for these physicians to 
make their living in the face of strong competition, and it is 
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easy to see how the tricky devices of chala, jati and nigraha- 
sthana entered into the regular art of debate for gaining 
victory over Opponents, though they were not always 
employed. Perhaps nowhere was the acquirement of this 
art so much looked upon as a practical necessity for earning 
living even in those early days as among the medica! men. 
Dr. S. N. Dasgupta is of the view that since there is no 
mention of the development of this art in any other earlier 
literature it is reasonable to suppose that the art of debate 
and its accessories developed from early times in the traditional 


medical schools, whence they are found collected in Caraka’s 
work.!* 


We have seem that the procedure in the courts of law 
influenced to a great degree the development of dialectic. 


We have a fine illustration of a legal dispute in the 
Mrechakatika (Act 9) of Stidraka (fourth of fifth century 
A.D.). Carudatta is accused by Sakara of the murder of 
Vasantasena for the sake of ber ornaments. The chief jud;e 
(adhikaranika) is assisted in his task by the Sresthin (alderman) 
and a kayastha (clerk of the court). The court chaprasi is sent 
out to find out who are the legal suitors On knowing that 
Sakara had presented himself, the judge wanted to adjourn 
the case, but Sakdra, the king’s brother-in-law threatened to 
get him dismissed. A fool is capable of everthing so the judge 
was cowed down and took the case in hand. It may be noted 
that we cannot generalise from such oddities; generally 
the judse’s decision was final in all respects. Sakara is 
ushered in and asked about his complaint. In his own foolish 
‘way he states that he saw Vasantasena lying dead in the 
garden, having been murdered by some one, but not by him. 
The judge asks the Sresthin and the kayastha to take note of 
the words ‘na may@’ (‘Not by me’). Sakara realises his 
folly and cunningly explains that the woman ‘was seen by 
me’ (mayaiva drsta), so they should not make unnecessary ° 
fuss. He rubs off what is written by the officials. Sakara 
had said that the woman was murdered for her ornaments, 
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On being asked to explain this he says that the parts of the 
body where the ornament ought to be worn were bare, so the 
ornaments must have been removed. This explanation is found 
to be convincing. The $resthin and the kayastha ask on whom 
the dispute rests. The judge answers that legal disputes are 
of two kinds—one based on statements and the other on the 
purport. The former is to be settled by considering the 
arguments of the plaintiff and the defendaut. The latter is to 
be decided according to the discretion of the judge. This 
particular case rests upon the statement of Vasantasena’s 
mother, who is called there with great considerateness. She 
States that Vasantasena had gone to her friend Carudatta’s 
bouse. Sakara asks that these words be noted and contends 
that his dispute is With Carudatta, The judge thereon says 
that the case now depends on Carudatta and asks the kayastha 
tO note the first point in the dispute that Vasantasena had 
one to Carudatta’s house, He summons Carudatta very politely 
to the court. Carudatta admits that Vasantasena was his friend 
and says that she had gone home after visiting him. The 
Pa biestions Ai Specifically whether she had gone on 
his “Hene eng Carudatia answers that she did not leave 
Nets ais Presence, so he cannot say how she left. 
aie aw the chief of police, comes and complains 
erie fone a il] treatment of him when he wanted to 
NB RC ie i S cart said to be carrying Vasaptasena(— as 
judie’s brisé ct, Aryaka was in the cart). Sakara draws the 
F aha On to these words. Viraka is sent to find out 
al Bey sptschidlghet is lying in the garden. He comes 
OF ate ee Ss that he saw the corpse of a woman devoured 

: Is asked how he could determine that it was 
the body of a woman. Viraka replies that he could do so by 
ieee: What was left of hair, hands, arms, feet, etc.. The 
judge gives expression to the ironv of worldly disputes; the 
. More a case is investigated into, the more a person is landed 
into trouble, *5 The judge then asks Carudatta to tell the truth. 
Sakara expresses his surprise that Carudatta, the accused, is 
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still allowed to occupy a chair, Finding this against the rule, 
as a, prima-facie case was made out against him, the judge 
has to admit the va lidity of Sakara’s demand and Carudatta 
sits on the ground. He pleads innocence on the ground of his 
gentle nature which does not allow him even to pluck a flower, 
so he could never think of manbandling a beautiful woman. 
Meanwhile, Vidtsaka who had gone to return Vasantasena’s 
ornaments enters and on knowing of Sakara’s accusation is 
enraged. There ensues a fight between the two and the 
ornaments fall from under his armpit. Sakara points out these as 
the very ornaments for which Carudatta‘had killed Vasantasena. 
All were stunned. Carudatta feels that telling the truth would 
now be in vain, and even the judge is pained at the calamity 
that has befallen him, The Sresihin and the kayastha ask 
Vasantasena’s mother to identify the ornaments. The old woman 
says that they are similar but not the same. Sakara draws the 
attention of those present to the fact that her eyes had given 
out the secret but she did not admit it by word of mouth. 
Still she maintains that ornments could be similar and the 
judge supports this. But Carudatta admits that they are 
Vasantasena’s and that they were brought from his house, 
and with a pained heart even desperately adm.ts that he had 
killed ber. This settles the point and Carudatta is arrested. 
The judge in his decision cites Manu’s authority that a Brah- 
mana though sinful shall not be put to death; at the most 
he can be exiled even while he remains in possession of his 
wealth and other belongings. But King Palaka ordains that 
such a criminal should be put to death after proper ARIEL 
SO that others might learn a lesson. 

This is not an ideal trial or legal dispute, but even here 
we find an attempt to analyse and investigate a point fully 
before basing any conclusion on it. Dr. P. V. Kane says that 
the procedure in the drama is in essentials the same as that 
given in the smrtis of Narada, Brhaspati and Katyayana who 
constitute the leading triumvirate on law and procedure and 

1-110 
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who probably flourished a little before and after the drama.*® 
As said above, it is not proper to generalise from such oddities 
as those of Sakdra. Ordeals of fire, water, poison and balance 
were known, but no ordeal was granted in the case of 
Carudatta because there were witnesses and circumstantial 
evidence against him. 

The mention of ordeals reminds us of Udayana’s debate 
with a Buddhist @carya before the king of Mithila. as related 
in the Bhavisya—purana-parisista, Bhagavad-mahatmya, 30. The 
debate lasted for anumber of days. When the Buddhist found 
that he would soon be defeated he appealed to the king that 
he was in the midst of enemies, and no one sided with him. 
He suggested another way of determining victory. If the 
‘Salagrama stone bearing the image of Hari changed into 
water on his view being stated his view should be regarded 
as the right one. If Udayana could turn it into stone again 
his view should be regarded as true. Udayana scented the 
mischief and said that it was obvious that if both these miracles 
happened the members of the. assembly would be confounded 
and would regard both the views as true. Stiil he had no 
Objection to submit to this test if later the Buddhist accepted 
his Proposal, It happened as Udayana had predicted. The 
image became water on the Buddhist view being stated, but 
became stone again when Udayana asserted his view. Then 
Udayana suggested that both fall from a TAla tree to decide 
whose view was true—the Buddhist saying ‘Vedah apramanam’ 
(the Vedas are not authoritative) and Udayana saying ‘Vedah 
pramanam’ (the Vedas are authoritative) —and the king should 
be converted to the view of the philosopher who remained 
alive and was thus proved to be victorious, and should punish 
the adherents of the oiher view and drown their literature 
in water. The Buddhist, it is said, fell dead with his body 
disfigured and. dismembered. Udayana was made the ra@jaguru 
(royal Preceptor) and given villages as gift for his livelihood. 
This Udayana could boast on finding the doors of the temple 
of Jagannatha shut that the well-being of Lord Jagannatha 
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depended on him as long as the Buddhists were there and 
Jagannatha in all His glory could not afford to forget that. 
And, it is said that the doors of the temple opened of their 
own accord,?° 


These and such accounts might not have any historical 
truth in them, but they certainiy show the place of debates 
in the social and cultural and intellectual life of India aad 
also show how far controversies could go, and their result 
influence the future career of a person or the history of a 
sect or school of thought. 


NOTES 


1 ‘Pratitisthanti ha va ya eta ratrir upayanti’; ‘Brahma veda brahmaiva 
bhavair’, ‘Brahma bubhasur brahmavedanam kuryat.’ 


2 Iha masa—matram avadhih kriyatam » 
anumanyate hi divasasya ganah, 
tadanantaramh sudati hasyasi 
bhoh kusumastragastra— ~nipunatvam api. 
| —Sankaradigvi jayo, 9.72 (of Vidy oeaeyey, 


3 Cf ‘Mrtyoh sa mrtyum apnoti ya iha naneva pagyati’—Brh. Up, 4.4.19, 
Katha Up. 4. 10; Yada hy evaisa etasminn udaram antaram kurute’ tha 
tasya bhayam bhavati. —Taittiriya Up. Dd, 


4 Tatra ko mohah kah goka ekatvam anupatyatah, —Isa Up., 7. 


5. See Prabhavakacarita, 10 ( Mallavadi-caritam ). The story is somewhat 


differently’ toid in the Prabandhacintémani and in the Prabandhakosa. 
There Mallavadin is associated with Siladitya. 


.'6 ’? Atha pramana-gastrani sisyan dyatrimsatam tada, 


- adhyapayanti SriSantistrayag caitya-sarhsthitah. 70 
‘ prameya duhparicchedya bauddha-tarka-samudbhavah, 
tenavadharitah sarve’nyaprajjanavagahitah. 73 | 
—Prabhavakacarita, 16. 70,73 (Vadivetala—Santisiricarita) 


7 Prabhavakacarita, p. 178, v, 193. 


- 8 See Prabhavakacarita, p. 178, v. 205. For an account of the whole 


~~ debate, see Ibid, pp. 174 ff; and Mudritakumudacandra, pp. 44-51. See 
also Kavyanusasana Part [{—Introduction by Prof. Rasiklal C. Parikh 
' (Mahavira Jaina Vidyalaya, Bombay, 1938). 
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9 Hela-niddaliya—gairidukumbha-payadiyapayavapasarassa, 
Sihassa . maena samara na viggaho neya samdhanam. 


—Prabhavakacarita, p. 152, v. 15.- 


10 Yat kankanabharana~komalabahuvallisay oat 
yauvanayah, 


Na svidyasi pracalasi pravikam 
nirmito’si,—Ibid p. 152, v. 26. 


1] Armdhaya su 
jena sayam 


kurangakadrgor nava- 


pase tvam tat satyam eva drsadq nanu 


yana kalo Bhimo puhavii nimmio vihina, 
Pp! na ganiyam ka Sanana tujjha ikkassa. 
—Ibid p. 153. v. 33 
Devatodhakhyah Sribhagavata-dargani, 
adajayonmudrah rimat pattanam gyayau. 61 
avalambata patrarh ca rajadvare madoddhurah, 
fatra glokam durglokarh vibudhair alikhac ca sah, 62 
tatha hi— 
Wg a-doi tri-ea thy “panda. santa ammdte na kah, 
“vabodhe mayi kruddhe san menakamanenakgh’’, 63 
_ tatah sarye! Pi vidvarnsa enam Alokya syryavat, 
drgo Vvipariyanti sma durbodham sudhiyam api 64 
sanmasante tada ca’mbaprasado bhipateh purah, 
“vastiri-prabhu,, vijnarajam dargayati sma ca 65 
Sa bbupala~purap slokar bibhedodbhedadhinidhih, 
SUIBGtHaiSlavad. gacda.tailach rajna matah suhrt. 66 
Athasya slokasya vivaranam—kai gai rai gabde. kayantiti kvacit 
da-pratyaye kah gabdena vadinah. te satkah. santiti kriyadhyahare sad 
Vadino na Santi. kya sati—Devabodhe mayi kruddhe sati. punah katham- 
hiite ~¢ka-dvi-tri-catuh—pafica~san—-menakamane, makath manka mane, 
Manam Mah kvip pramanam. ekam pramanam pratyaksa-ripam yesam 
te ekamah, carvakah, ekapramanavadinah, tatha dvimah—dve pramane 
Pratyaksanumanarape yesam te dvimabh, dvipramanavadino bauddhah 
Yalsesikas ca.tatha trimah-~trini pramanani pratyaksanumana ‘gamarupani 
Yesarh te trimah, tripramanavadinah Samikhyah. catvari pratyaksa- 
_MHa0 Sa monamsharapen’ pramanani yesqr te caturmgh, catuh- 
Pram@navadino naiyayikah. tatha pancamah -pafica pratyaksanumanagamo- 
Pamana’rthapattirapani pramanani yesam te paficamah, panca-Ppramana- 
Vadinah 
“hapattyabhavarapani praiianahi yesam te sanmah, satpramanavadino 
MIN Athsakah, tusam milias tadvettrtvat, tan kamate abhilasati, sa ekadvi— 
tri “Catuh parca te4A-taenakamatiah tasmin mayi. tatha menakamanenaka 
api na kap na vadinaly ma laksmih, tasya inah svami Visnuh, kamano 


12) Anyada 
bhiriy 


Prabhakarah. tatha sanmah—sat pratyaksanumana@ ‘gamopamana-— 
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13 


14 
15 
16 


Brahma, ina Adityah, menakamanenah, alpatvat ka-pratyave menakama- 
nenakah. te’pi Visnu-Brahma-Surya mayi Devabodhe kruddhe sati 
ajnanatvan na kah na vadinah. yato devan bodhayati-- iti sabdavyutpattya 
te’pi maya bodhitah sujngna bhavanti, tato manusanam patuvadinain 
vidusam api kim pramanam ka vyarta. iti  patralamba- vyakhya. 
—Prabhavakacarita, pp. 172-173. | 


See Vadavali (of Purusottama and others )—edited by Ramanatha 
Sarma, 1920. 


History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 2, p. 402—S. N. Dasgupta. 
History of Dharma Sastra;- Vol. 3, p. 279—P. V. Kane (1946). 
Jagannatha surasrestha bhaktyahamkaraptrvakam, 
aigvaryamada—matto’si mam avajnaya vartase. 68 


upasthitesu bauddhesu  mad-adhina tava. sthitih, 
ity evam ukte gloke tu Sahasodghatitah svayam. 69 
kapatas tatksanad eva nrnam citrarh tu pagyatam, 
tatas tatra  sthitg yesu Jagannathasya pujakah. 70 


—Bhavisya Purana Parisista-Bhagavad—mghatmya, 30. 











RESUME 


We are drawing near the end of our inquiry. An accounl 

of Indian Dialectics is on the whole very interesting both 
fromthe theoretical and the historical and social points of view. 
The general impressior is that Indian culture is predominantly 
mystically or spiritually inspired. This side ts certainly there, 
but there is an intellectual side also, one of whose charac- 
teristic expressions is found in the development of dialectical 
thought in the important domains of life. It has been my 
attempt to show that the Indians have shown a pre-occupation 
with dialectics in all their thinking. Raghunatha Siromant 
has said; : | — 
‘Kavyesu komala-dhiyo vayam eva nanye 
__tarkesu karkaga-dhiyo vayam eva nanye’ 
(“We alone have minds of fine sensibility ia respect of postry, 
and not others; we alonz have a rigorous intellect in dialectics 
and not others.” ). This tculy describes the intellectual culture 
of India in its varied aspects. 

The intellectual, 


, rational and dialectical aspect of Indian 
culture is revealed jn 


) the realm of higher thought. This is 
evident right from the Vedic literature—the earliest systematic 
documents of [adian life and culture that are available. The 
Aryan thinker has even in the Vedic hymns asked questions 
as to why he feels compelled to believe in those deities, why 
he feels the necessity to posit only one God or even an 
absolute entity, how the world could have arisen from this 
onz entity and soon. With the passage of time these questions 
increased in number and probed deep:r. Is this one entity 
sentient or can it be insentient? In either case what could 
be the relation between this entity and the world whicn bears 
evidence of both sentiency and insentiency ? What could be 
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_ the order. of creation, or did creation take place at all? and 


‘so on and so forth, Thus meiaphysical theories and philo- 


sophical views grew and developed. The philosophical questions 
the Indian thinker has asked and attempted to answer ate 
too well known to need any further empasis. The Indian 
dialectical mind is visib!e everywhere. Ay. 

We have seen that ‘dialectic’ primarily signifies the art 
of discussica, debate, controversy, the method of argument 
or disputation, the ‘process of discursive or conversational 
thinking. The Sanskrit parallels are sambhasa, katha, tarku. 
‘| have shown that the Indian thinkers applied their (arkikata, 
‘dialectical bent of mind to different branches of learning and 
that-the dialectical mode seems to have been indispensable in 
the treatment of the different subjects in ancient India, and 
‘to the development of the different vidyas both in their 


‘theoretical and practical aspects. As a matter of fact, dialectics 


| ; 


‘fs rooted in man’s very being, for reasoning and discussion 
‘are natural to him. Man feels a sort of a veil of Avidya, 


‘Nescience—both from the point of view of knowledge and 


conduct—- covering his real nature and he is always striving to 
get out of it and realise himself and know things rightly. 
This has been the attempt of man throughout the ages. 


‘Whether he seems God-like or Satan-like, he is trying to find 
‘out the truth and realise his essential being. He has to justify 
‘his goal and the efforts he is making to achieve it, to others 


and much more so to himself. Reason being one of his 
important tools for acquiring knowledge and achieving success 


“in practical ends, man delights in raising doubts in respect 
"SE every little action or belief of his and tries to resolve these 
and answer cbjections. We have seen that this is true of 


man in India throughout his history. Just as he was asking 
“questions about the deities so he felt compelled to ask questions 
-about the meaning and interpretation of the literature pertain- 
‘ing to deities and their worship, the speech he was_ using, 
the 1elation of word and meaning and thus find some rational 
justification for the religious and occult rites handed down 
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from one generation to another and discover some significance 
in them and the V@k (speech) accompanying them. This inquiry 
also must have led to serious discussions and intellectual 
disputes as the Indian thinker attempted to fix some 
general rules of exegesis and arrive at a philosophy of word 
and meaning. It is generaily believed that Indian logic has 
its source in the discussions of the ritualists, pertaining to 
sacrificial rites and the like in the long intervals between two 
sacrificial ceremonies, and in connection with the interpretation 
-Of Vedic texts, order of sacrificial rites and so on. 

Two other vital needs of the ancient Indian might have 
led to the growth of dialectic and there is much evidence 
for this. These are his physical well-being and secondly the 
settlement of disputes which arise over inheritance, property, 
theft and 0 on, that is to say, disputes of a juridical 
Character. These latter have to be settled in some way or 
the other SO as to convince both parties of the truth and 
Justice of the settlement and for this the plaint and the 
reply have to be properly weighed and a proper conclusion 
arrived at. We have seen that the legal terminology .that 

gradually Srew up has much in common with the terminology 
of logic and dialectic and there may have been much by way 
of mutual influence and parallel development. The procedures 
na Court of justice and in the intellectual arena have much 
In common. The other serious need for discussion was in 
eonhection with the physical well-being of man, the nature 
of the allment if any and the cause of it and the means to 
remedy it and the procedure adopted. A good physician would 
reason out a Case for his own diagnosis and then compare 
his view with that of others We have seen thata section in 
gheat detail On dialectic has been included in ths Caraka- 
samhita, This development of the logic and the dialectic of 
diagnosis presupposes a coming together of physicians. This 
might be occasionally at the sick bed of a rich patient but 
more probably in frequent conferences or assemblies of 
physicians. The fact that physicians in counsel earnestly 
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discussed: together in order to arrive at conclusions regarding 
the theoretical causes of diseases, their cures and their actual 
discernment in individual cases is quite clear, as said above, 
from even a superficial study of the Caraka-samhita. The 
entire work seems to be a collection of discussions of learned 
physicians with Atri as the presiding sage. Where differences 
of opinion are great they are all noted, and Atri’s own opinion 
on them is given, and where there was more or less unanimity 
or where Atri had something new to say his own opinion 
alone is given. We know from several independent sources 
that the practice of holding samitis, sangitis, gosthts or parisads 
for discussions and decisions on various theoretical and 
practical problems was prevalent.- These parisads were held 
for discussing and deciding not only questions pertaining to 
ritual and religious practices and philosophy but also medical and 
juridical and. the like problems, Such assemblies of the learned. 
for art and literature are actually mentioned in the Kamasiitra 
(1.4). Logic and dialectic possibly arose and developed. 
from disputes and discourses in such assemblies. 


The list of j@tis ( sophistical refutations) given in early 
works on logic indicates that thinkers systematically formulated: 
the principles of logic after a careful examination of the 
arguments advanced by either party in actual disputes. Some 
arguments must have seemed obviously invalid or fallacious 
and must have been adjudged as such, But it was for the 
logician to find’ out where the fault actually lay and frame 
the principles of correct reasoning therefrom. Some of the 
jatis given are so specific that they seem to have been taken 
up directly from actual discussions without their being 
generalised, and strengthen our conclusion that these ja@tis were 
a list of types of arguments repeatedly and commonly advanced: 
by debaters to: shield their position, but obviously fallacious, 
A student of logic, it was thought, should be acquainted with - 
such arguments or sophistical refutations so that he himself 
could avoid them or detect them as fallacious if put forth by 

I-11] 
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an opponent in a debate. In most cases such arguments were 
given as j@tisin a general form, but in some cases the original 
was preserved in its specific form, perhaps because generalising 
it would have made it difficult to grasp. Similarly, tricks 
such as quibbling, repetition, digression, etc. employed by 
clever dialecticians to put the opponent off the track, supplied 
material to logic and dialectic for the section on nigrahasthanas 
Which could be employed as ‘checks’ when a debater knowingly 
Or unknowingly resorted to such practices. ? 


The necessity of exposing fallacies in the arguments of 
the opponent preceded the systematic and scientific study of 
logic as a separate astra. We find that the distinction of 
hetvabhasas (fallacies of reason), which are of a strictly logical 
character and value, from the faults and aberrations resulting 
from inadvertence and sophistical motives has been clearly 
recognised even in the Sutra period. The Nya@ya-siitra recognises 
hetvabhasa as a separate padartha ( topic ) even when it is 
subsumed under nigrahasthana, The nigrahasthanas (grounds 
of censure or defeat) are rightly believed to form. a wider 
Class, and comprehend hetvabhasas within their scope as a 
Particular variety but are never confounded with purely 
logical aberrations. The fallacies which are called fallacies in 
dictione by Aristotle and which arise from ambiguity in 
language are not regarded as fallacies proper in Indian logic 
and have been placed under the head of chala (quibble). 
Many of the fallacies of the extra dictionem variety also are 
not regarded as hetvabhasas, but are subsumed either under 
the head of chalg Or that of nigrahasthanas which are sympto-: 
matic of ‘other than logical delinquency’. The fallacy of ignoratio 
elenchi, which consists in proving a conclusion other than what- 
is intended to be Proved, can be subsumed under nigraha- 
sthanas like arthantara, prati ‘jmantara, pratijna—-hani, * Similarly’ 
the actual debates that were carried on must have been analysed 

aR 


See Buddhist Logic, Vol. J, pp. 353; and Prof. Satkari Mookerjee’s 
article on ‘The Nyaya~Vaigesika System of Philosophy’, p.421 in The 
Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. (Ramkrishna Memorial, Vol. I), 
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from the point of view of their aim and procedure and debates 
were thus classified under broad heads such as vada (discussion), 
Jalpa (disputation) and vitanda (wrangling) in works on logic (and 
dialectic), though this division could not be historically justified 
for no party would profess to indulge ina jalpa ora vitanda. 
All would initially agree to participate in a vada and it was 
the actual procedure and the manouevres employed which made 
all the difference. The kinds of evidences and proofs cited 
in disputes, legal cr otherwise, contributed to the growth of 
the concept of pramanas ( proofs or sources of knowledge ) 
in logic. | 

Logic in its early stages is primarily concerned with the 
treatment of debate and its technique, as can be seen from 
the Nyaya-sitra, early Buddhist works and even the Jaina 
Canonical literature. As logic becomes more systematic and as 
the rules of correct reasoning come to be clearly formulated 
on the strength of the detection of fallacies, logic starts 
concerning itself with the prama@nas and only secondarily 
with the technique of debate. Navya—-Nydya dropped the topic 
of debate altogether, as it did metaphysics to a large extent, 
and busied itself with bringing perfect precision to logical 
arguments and definitions by its novel method. 


It was thus 
that logic came to establish itself, : 


Science arises, as said above, to satisfy some vital need 
of man. To establish itself it has to resort to arguments in 
order to justify its theories, and in the process indulges in 
subtle and even hair-splitting arguments. It may also happen 
that these argumenis appear even more intriguing, and that 
dialecticians try to solve the difficulties involved much more 
than they try to understand anything else, thus evolving a 
dialectic of dialectic and applying the rules dialectic has 
evolved to dialectic itself. Moreover, along witb the discovery 
of some theories about the modes of reasoning, there sometimes 
grows in man a vanity priding itself upon this knowledge and 
expressing itself in hair-splitting subtleties some of which can 
scarcely be said to help in understanding or discovering truth, 
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For the development of this side of dialectic, man’s vanity 
alone appears to be responsible. And society in general tolerates 
this because of the utility of the more serious part, and even 
out of curiosity, 

Giving one’s general reflections on India’s intellectual 
culture, one may say that reason has been its driving force 
in matters coming under its purview as also in trying to 
understand the limits of reason. As we have seen, there was 
a school of scepticism which did not accept that any pramana 
could yield true knowledge or that knowledge was possible. 
Even the absolutists resort to reason to show the limitations 
of reason; only they do not limit themselves tc reason alone 
to know and discover truth; or rather, they do not commit 
the error of denying the possibility of apprehending truth and 
reality through ways and means other than the physical senses 
and the system of knowledge created out of their acquirement 
by reason, that is to say, empirical experience and reasoning. 


The three most important pramanas of Indian logic are 
pratyaksa (perception), anumana (inference) and sabda (verbal 
Or scriptural testimony ). Both psychological and logical 
considerations determine the treatment of these pramanas, but 
this need pot prejudice any one, as the logical consideration 
is not in any way the sufferer thereby. Pratyaksa is regarded 
as the most important pramana, and sense perception which is 
direct experience guides all reasoning. Even the beliefs of the 
Indians in God and the like are claimed to be founded on 
pratyaksa-the yogi-pratyaksa, and it is to acquire the faculty 

; of this sort of Perception that the Indians pursue their sadhana. 
The Indian theory of inference does not suffer from the 
unnatural division into deduction and induction. In the anumana 
theory in Indian logic, an inference is deductive as well as 
inductive because vyapti, from which the conclusion is deduced, 
is supported and illustrated by experience by making it always 
necessary to cite an udaharana in support of the vyapti. The 
theory of inference is from very early times securely based 
on vyapti, the relation of universal concomitance, as can be 
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Seen from the treatment of jatis and the answers to them 
given in the Ny@ya-sitra and other works. The jatis are 
fallacious inasmuch as they are not firmly based on vyapti, 
but only on possession of the same or contrary attributes by 
two entities or on any such ground that soon gives way. As 
said above, the Indians did not commit the error of denying the 
possibility of knowledge through means other than empirical 
experience and inference based on it. The Indian thinkers 
in the main recognised anubhava (intuitive experience) as one 
of the fundamental sources of knowledge and therefore they 
found a place for this source or pramana in their scteme of 
pramanas. And the justification for finding a place for Sabda 
pramana \ies in this inasmch as the scriptures are believed to 
be expressions of such intuitive experience and therefore 
empirical experience and reasoned out inference are viewed 
consistently with it. I have discussed this point at some length 
in my book Avidya—a Problem of Truth and Reality. The 
authority of the scriptures which were supposed to be based 
on intuition or the direct perception of the sages had its 
Proper place in respect of problems beyond the purview ‘of 
empirical knowledge. It may, however, be pointed out that 
this tendency of fully relying on texts even in such subjects 


as medicine or other empirical branches of knowledge, led to 
a sort of stagnation in later times. 


It has been made a subject of damaging criticism that in 
most systems of Indian Philosophy reasoning is subservient 
to scriptural testimony and not free. This point is important 


and needs some discussion in a work on dialectic. In actual 


practice we find that the ancient thinkers have mostly resorted 
to reasoning and the mode of dialectical examination of topics 
in the exposition of the tenets of their systems of philosophy 


and in refuting rival views. Even in the Nyaya-VaiSesika 


writers hardly ever quote a Sruti. The Samkhyas_ can easily 
quote a number of upanisadic passages in support of their 
view, but usually the Samkhya writers do not; they rely mostly 
on reasoning in the exposition of their position and the 
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establishing of their categories. The Yoga school also relies 
very little on the Vedic texts. Whatever logic and epistemology 
the Pirva~-Mimamsa evolved was primarily for the purpose 
of proving the unguestionable validity of Sruti, but this was 
broad-based and was generally done independently of the Vedic 
texts. Even in the case of the Vedanta we find that the basic 
texts remaining the same, a number of schools with diverse 
views have arisen. This could happen only if the different 
thinkers had reasoned out their views more or less indepen- 
dently of the Vedanta texts. These conclusions, however, in 
their view, must heve support in the respective scriptural texts, 
because they believed that the truth of reason cannot be 
fundamentally different from the intuitive truth expressed in 
the scriptures. To prove this they used all their exegetic and 
dialectical skill to interpret the scriptural texts in consonance 
with the truths more of less independently grasped by them. 
Among the heterodox schools, the Lokayatikas do not admit 
the authority of any scriptural text as they accept only 
Perception as a source of valid knowledge. The Jainas again, 
like the Vedantins, believe in the authority of the Agamic 
‘word—the teachings of Mahavira; but dialectical reasoning has 
found a secure place even in their method of exposition from 
very early times. In fact, controversies with thinkers of other 
schools were very common among the Jainas, as we have seen 
above, and in these they must: have relied mostly on their 
dialectical skill rather than on the words of Mahavira which 
were not acceptable to the other patty. The Buddhists refuse 
to have blind faith in the teaching of anyone including 
Buddha—unless their own reasoning and clear vision is in fuil 
accord with the testimony of others. The Buddhists can thus 
be called true rationalists in the modern sense of the term. 
Again, as in Vedanta, a number of schools with radically 
different views arose within the Buddhist fold on the strength 
of independent thinking, all believing that they had support 
and corroboration in the words of Buddha. This suffices 
to show that even though only such reasoning was to 
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be admitted as was not contradictory to the scriptural- word 
(agamavirodhi-tarka), this did not actually come in the way 
of the free development of rational thought. As a matter of 
fact, the different schools of thought have never remained 
isolated from one another and there has been much erowth 
and development in each of them as a result of discussions 
and controversies with thinkers of rival schools. The dialectical 
mode of treatment--in which a parvapaksin or a rival thinker 
is presupposed and his objections anticipated and answered—- 
is very commonly found in the text-books of not only the 
darsana-Sastra, but of all the other S@stras as we have seen 
in the preceding chapters, I have poiatedly shown above that 
the dialectical made of exposition is not confined to pramana- 
Sastra and darSana-Sastra (this being more or less known ) 
but is amply found in the works of other vidyas also. One 
has only to bear in mind that the Indian thinkers integrated 
different kinds of experience, both empirical and intuitive, 
and correlated the different types of knowledge derivable 
from them. | 


The Indian logicians directed their reason and dialectical 
skill to problems of knowledge also and evolved different 
theories of truth, the important ones being those of yatharthya 
(correspondence), avisamvada (coherence, non-incongruence) 
and arthakriyakaritva (pragmatism) (thou_h one must beware 
of interpreting these solely in the light of western theories 
and loading them with the implications of the latter), These 
theories, like all other epistemological considerations, are 
viewed in harmony with the metaphysical or ontological views 
of the respective schools. The problem whether knowledge 
carries with it its valdity or not is discussed in all the schools of 
philosophical thought, and so also the problem how knowledge 
itself is apprehended, and different views are stated with reasons 
to support them in the works of different schools of thought. 
Another question to which Indian thinkers devoted much 
attention and thought was: How do words express their 
meaning, and what is the relation of word and meaning? 
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The logicians submitted even the pramanas admitted by them 
to a dialectical examination in order to justify the acceptance 
of those pram@nas, so the question of the number of pramanas 
became important in their discussions. The dialectical mode 
of justifying the plan of a work, the order of exposition, and 
sO On is common to the works of almost all the vidyas. 


Summing up, we may say that dialectic seems to have 
originated or at least developed out of the need to cure the 
body, settle disputes and understand the significance of the 
magnificent vedic sacrifices and its first theoretical use seems 
to have been in connection with the understanding of the 
mysteries of speech or the relation of word and meaning or 
the philosophy of language. Then it experienced great 
Proliferation both in its theoretical and practical aspects and 
profoundly influenced the growth of all branches of learning. 


It has been my attempt to show that dialectic was a live 
phenomenon in ancient India; it was not confined to a few 
_Panditas Or schoiars writing bhasyas or learned treatises. It 
permeated the intellectual culture of India in all its varied 
aspects. 

I have tried in my humble way to draw attention to a 
much neglected aspect of Indian intellectua! culture and to 
bring out some of its peculiarities in the hope that this would 
lead’ to a better understanding and appreciation of proble s 
of Indian and European logic and dialectic For this purpose 
I have translated, almost literally, lengtby dialectical discussions, 
So as to give a faithful idea of how such discussions were 
carried on in ancient India and in what milieu the ideas were 
set. I shall feel amply rewarded if attention is aroused in this 
direction, and a way is paved as aresult of the further 
efforts of more competent persons, which could lead to a 


harmonious pattern of thought in which the methodology of 


Indian and European schools could be employed to their 


mutual benefit, thus leading to a more efficient ‘Organ of 


Knowledge’. 





APPENDIX 1 


SASTRA~VINODA IN SOMESVARA’S MANASOLLASA 


In numerous works we find small sections on logic and 
dialectic, or Kavya—sastra (poetics) and the like subjects. This 
indicates that some grounding in such subjects was thought 


to be an essentia! part of the equipment of the intelligentsia — 


and so these subjects were given in a nutshell ia works which 
assumed an encyclopaedic character. MG@nasollasa is one such 
work. It is a work of the twelfth century attributed to the 
Calukya King SomeSvara, son of Vikramaditya VI. The work 
treats of many subjects and is designated by the author as 
‘jagadacarya—pustaka’, and the scope of the work is so 
extensive that it rightly deserves this epithet. SomeSvara was 
an orthodox Hindu King and the Ma@nasollasa presents a 
picture of the glories and the pomp and paraphernalia of an 
Indian court and royal household. In the Vinoda-vimSati 
(Twenty chapters on recreation), there isa chapter on Sastra— 
vinoda. After dinner a King should, it is said, enter the 
assembly hall and invite the best poets, musicians, dialecticians 
and people well versed in different S@stras and make them 
seated around him. He should look at them with a smiling 
face and gracious looks. He should then call upon the poets 


to recite a good piece of poetry and initiate a discussion on” 
its merits and drawbacks. Here the author gives an exposition of, 
the principles and tenets of Kavya—Sastra including dramaturgy. ~ 


After this literary discussion, the King should, out of curiosity, 
make dialecticians) dispute and the subject of the dispute 
should be gita, nrtta or vadya. This shows either the author- 
king’s fondness for these subjects or that thesé subjects are 
recomme2nded for discussion because any logical or philo- 
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- sophical subject world prove to be tough and dry to the audience 
eat a King’s assembly. The author here gives an exposition of 
the dialectical categories, vada, jalpa, vitanda, chala, jati, 
-nigrahasthana, hetvabhasa. The king, it is said, should act as 
-~ judge’and distribute presents at the end. It may be noted that 
~-the names of two nigrahasthanas, viz. nigrahyopeksana | and 
“ae -anigrahyanuyoga differ from those given in the Nyaya-sutra 
~ where they appear as paryanuyojyopeksanaand niranuyojyanuyoga 
- respectively, and ananubhasana. of the Nyaya-siitra is here 


~~ called ananuvadana., 


According to this work, it may be necessary at times to 
~ employ chala, jati-and nigrahasthana even in a vada for the 
Understanding. of truth. Such a vada becomes a jalpa if it 
IS actuated by the desire for fame, etc., that 1S ™ say by 
worldly. gains. | 
$8 Manasollasa (Vol. 2) VirnSati 4, pp. 187-189 (GOS): — 
Evam kavya-kathah §rutva vicarya ca gunaguiau, 
tatas tu tarkikan raia kautukena_ vivadayet. 
kulena vidyaya khyatya samayor vada isyate, 
vadasya visayo gitam nrttam va vadyam eva va. 
_sva- -pakse sadhanam yatra parapakse ca dasanam; 
_ Slddhantena@ virodhas ca sambandhas ca prati jnaya., 
hetu-drstantayor yogo nigamopanayau ,tatha; | 
. paksasya pratipaksasya graho vadah sa ucyate, | 
sadhyadharma-viSistasya dharmino yat tu kirtanam; 
_ pratijna nama sa prokta hetus tat-sadhanam viduh, - 
sadhya-sadhanayor yatra’vinabhavah pradarsyate; 
tad udaharanam proktam nigamah paksa-nirnayah. 
drstante kathita-vyapter hetoh paksopasamhrtih; 
sa capy upanayah paksadharma-khyapanayocyate. 
| upanayah paksadharma-khyapana yopayujyate; 
Sisyasya guruna sardham satirthanam parasparam. 
vastu-tattvavabodhaya vadah karyo vimatsaram; 
jatibhir nigrahasthanais chalair api samanvitah. 








2 


prakrtartha-parityagat tad asambaddha-bhasanam. 
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sa eva vado jalpah syat khyati-pitjadi-hetukah:; 
sthapanam pratipaksasya jalpe yasmin na vidyate. 
vitanda nama sa prokta purvokta-phala-siddhaye:; 
chalam asya yikalpena para-vakyopaghatanam. 
samanyenopacarena vacaneneti tat tridha: 
prayukte sadhane  samyag-uttara’ pratibhasanit. R 


samikaranabuddhya yah prasango jatir ity asau; 
pratidrstanta-saranam pratijia-hanir — isyate. 
arthantarasya nirdesah pratijnantaram ucyate: 
sa pratijna-virodho yad vairam hetu-pratijnayoh. 
pratijnayah parityagas sa sannyaso vidhtyate: 
viSesa-rahite hetau disite —_— pprativadina. 
savisesasya kathanam hetvantaram udahriam: 





arthantaram iti pr oktam nigrahasthana-sannidhau; 
vara-tritayam ukto’pi parsada_ prativadina. 


yan na vettt parah samyag ajnanakhyam tad ucyate; 
pratijnadeh kramam tyaktva krama-vyat yaya-sangrahah. 
apraptakalam tat proktam nigrahasthina-vedibhih: 
kenapy avayavena'tra hinam tan nyanam ucyate, 
hetadaharanadhikyad adhikam tad vidur budhah; 
anuvadam parityajya punas  tasyaiva bhasanam. 
Sabdasyarthasya tat proktam punaruktam manisibhih; 
yijnatasya padarthasya trin varan bhisitasya Ca. 


nanuvadah paroktasya bhavet tad ananuvadanam; 
uttarasya yad ajnanam ukta tv apratibha budhaih. 


anya karyat katha-bhangah katha- -viksepa ucyate; 
abhyupetya nijam dosam para- dosasya bhasanam. 


matanujieti sa prokta dosodbhavana-vedibhih: 
praptasya nigrahasthanam tad-anudbhavanam ca yat. 


nigrahyopeksanam nama nigrahasthanam ucyate: 
anigrahe nigrahasya yad udbhavanam ucyate. 
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 anigrahyam tu yogo’yam disanatvena kirtitah, 


sva-siddhantam parityajya yad ucch ritkhala-bhasanam , 
apasiddhanta-namedam  nigrahasthanam  ucyate; 
qpaksa-dharmo hetur yah so’siddhah parikirtitah. 


~ sadhya-dharma-viruddho yah viruddhah parikirtitah; 
_ paksa-tritaya-gami yah so’naikantika  ucyute. 


kalatyayapadisto’'yan pakse yo’nyena badhyate; 
sandeha-hetubhatena badhyo yak pratihetuna. 
hetvabhasah sa vijneyah samah prakaratena sah: 
tato vivadamanesu nigrahasthana-vartmani 
sthitanam ajayam bruyad itaresam jayam nrpah, 
iti §astra-vinodena dina-Sesam nayen~ nrpah. 


kavinim tarkikanam ca prasadam bhari dapayet; 


uktah §astra-vinodo’ yam Somesvara-mahtbhuja. 





APPENDIX Il 


Dialectical examination of the problem: 


Is validity intrinsic in knowledge or is it extrinsic ? 
— in Abhayadeva’s Tattvabodhavidhayini on 
Siddhasena Divakara’s Sanmatitarkaprakarana. 


We may consider here the dialectical criticism of the 
problem of validity. The parvapaksa and uttara-paksa in regard 
to this, as given-in Abhayadeva’s Tattvabodha-vidhayini, rather 
in any standard philosophical work, give us almost a complete 
idea of the arguments set forth in favour of and against tbe - 
view that knowledge carries with it its own validity. I have 
selected Abhayadeva’s work here as the basis of exposition as 
it has not received as much recognition as it deserves. Similar 
arguments on both sides are found advanced in Jayanta’s 
Nyaya-Mainjart, I, pp. 146 ff; only Jayanta being a Naiyayika 
concludes that both pramanya and apramanya are extrinsic 
(paratah) in all respects, “whereas Abhayadeva being a Jaina 
writer is Of the view that in respect of jzapti (apprehension), 
pramanya and apramanya are intrinsic (svatah) only in the 
case of familiar objects. and circumstances, otherwise they are 
always extrinsic (paratah). Abhayadeva seems to. be fully 
conscious that the controversy is mainly and primarily between 
the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas, and that other schools 
formulated their own theories after them. While stating the 
purva-paksa (prima~facie view ), Abhayadeva has quoted 
Kumarila’s words, Jayanta also has done the same. This shows 
tow honest many of the dialecticians -were in faithfully 
reproducing the rival view without attempting in any way to . 
misrepresent or damage it and then confuting:it logically. 

We now. see how Abhayadeva discusses the problem (STT, 
Vol. 1, pp. 2ff) : 
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(The view that pramanya is intrinsic)—-The position of the 
Mimdamsakas is as follows : Pramana signifies the operation 
of the knower which reveals the real nature of a thing, and 
its being the revealer of the true nature of the thing is its 
pramanya, and it is intrinsic (svatah) in respect of genesis 
(utpatti), its own function (svakarya) of discerning a thing 
as it is, and its own apprehension (jiopti), because it does not 
depend (for these) on other causal factors such as excellence, 
etc. over and above the causal factors giving rise to cognition, 
on other pramanas aud on the graspiug of self—consciousness 
respectively. Not being dependent on these three, pramanya 
(validity) is said to be intrinsic (svatah). The argument can 
be formulated as follows:-Those which are independent in 
respect of the presence of a particular thing are self-sufficient; 
as for -instance, the full causal apparatus in respect of the 
production of a sprout; and pramafya is not dependent on 
“anything in-respect of genesis, its own function and apprehension. 

(The view that pramanya is extrinsic)~Those who are the 
adherents of the theory that prama@nya is extrinsic (paratah) 
-urge : That it is not dependent is unproven. For instance, in 
respect of genesis, prama@nya is dependent on other causes 
such as excellence,-etc. over and above the causes giving rise 
to the cognition, because it is concomitant both positively and 
negatively. with them. The argument is: That is dependent 
Which agrees in respect of presence: and absence with factors 
(viz. excellence, etc.) over and above the eyes, etc. like 
‘apramanya, And pramanya is concomitant both positively and 
negatively with factors over and above eyes, etc., so the probans 
is one based on identity (svabhava-hetu). Therefore, it is 
‘extrinsic in respect ofits genesis (utpatti). Similarly, it is 
extrinsic in respect of its own function (sva-karya) because it 
is dependent. To-wit, those which await the rise of otbsr 


cognititions are not self-sufficient in character, like apraménya 


etc.;. and pramanya awaits in this respect the rise of another 
cognition so it is found to be concomitant with the opposite 
(of what the Mimamsaka wants to establish). Similarly, it is 
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extrinsic in respect of apprehension (jiapti ) -because it. is 
dependent. To wit: Those on whose selves are imposed doubt 
Or error, have their true nature determined by extraneous 
sources, like post, etc; the validity of some cognitions has 
doubt or error superimposed on itself, so the probans is one 
based on identity (svabhava-hetu ). 


[ Prima-facie view —(1) Pramanya is intrinsic in respect’ of 
genesis (utpaitti) |-It is not true to Say that pramanya is dependent 
for its genesis on causal factors such as excellence (gutta) etc, 
over and above the causal factors giving rise to knowledge. 
Such factors are non-existent as can be seen from their non- 
apprehension by means of pramanas (organs of knowledge ), 
To wit, perception is not capable of cognising the excellences 
present in the organs of perception, etc. Since the sense-organs 
are super-sensuous their excellences also cannot be apprehended. 
Inference also cannot cognise the excellence of the sense-organs 
as it is accepted as arising on the strength of the ascertainment 
of the /inga (probans or inferential mark) as connected (with 
the sadhya or probandum), It would have to be stated whether 
the connection or relation of the linga with the excellence of 
the sense—-organs is cognised by perception or by inference. If 
it is said that perception cognises the relation of the linga 
with the excellence of the sense-organs, that is not proper 
because the excellence of the sense-organs being imperceptible, 
their relation also is imperceptible. It is said, ‘Relation which 
resides in two cannot be apprehended when there js the 
apprehension of the character of (only) one.’ It is not also 
true to say that the said relation ‘is cognised by inference. 
For, is even this inference based on a linga whose relation 
has been cognised or on a Jifiga whose relation has not been 
cognised? If it is based on a linga whose relation has not. 
been cognised, then is it a source of valid cognition (pramana) 
or not? In the Jatter case, the relation it is meant to cognise 
cannot be cognised by it. In the former case, the pramana 
cannot but be inference as perception is not possible as 
explained above, and an inference cannot function if the relation’ 
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between the probans and the probandum is not known. On 
the other hand, if it is an inference where the relation Is 
known, then we ask: Is this relation also known by the very 
game inference or by another? In one case there is involved 
the fault of mutual dependence (itaretarasraya) and in the 
other that of vicious infinite series (anavastha)...Moreover, 
can this inference cognise the relation, when it has arisen 
from a hetu (reason) which is of the nature of effect (karya), 
or identity (svabhava) or nop-apprehension (anupalabdhi ) ? 
The Buddhist deny any other kind of Aetu as determining the 
probandum...Of these the svabhava hetu can be useful only 
in speaking of, or giving a name toa thing which has already 
been perceived; for instance, SirnSapatva, etc. give the names 
‘tree’ etc. And the relation of the /inga with the excellence 
which is subsistent in a supersensuous substrate (e.g. sense— 
Organs) is not cognised by perception so that inference arising 
on the strength of a svabhava—hetu could enable us to speak 


of their relation, Nor can an inference based on karya-hetu | 


be helpful by its cognising the relation of the /izga with the 
excellence of the sense—-organs; when the relation of causality 
is established, the karya-hetu (effect-probans) is accepted as 
the cause of the cognition of the cause, and the relation of 
cause-effect (ie. causality) can be established by means of the 
pramanas called pratyaksa (perception) and anupalambha (non- 
apprehension), Now, perception cannot cognise the relation of 
the /itga which resides in the excellence of the eyes, etc, so 
that there could be the apprehension of some /inga as the 
effect of the excellence. Therefore, there is not the cognition of 
the relation of the effect-probans also. Anupalabdhi-hetu cannot 
Operate at all in respect of such an object because it is 
accepted as operating when negation is to be established. And 
as already said there is no other kind of linga. There is no 
pramana other than perception and inference, so there can be 
no cognition of the excellence of the sense-organs. That which 
is not revealed by any of the pramanas cannot be spoken of 
as real, as for example, hare’s horn, The excellences of the 
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insensible sense-organs that are postulated by the opponent 
cannot be revealed by any of the pramanas so how could they; 
existing over and above the causal factors producing cognition, 
bring about its validity ? | 


If it is argued that the excellences are cognised on the 
Strength of their effect, viz. true cognition, thisis not tenable. 
If the nature of the effect, viz. cognition could be ascertained 
leaving aside its truth or falsity, then the particular character 
Or feature (viz. truth) of the effect which is not brought about 
by the previous collocation of causal factors could make us 
hypostatise another cause (viz. excellence ) for its Origination; 
but when . cognition, which is only true makes us infer the 
collocation of causal factors producing itself, how could there 
be the presence of excellence over and above the originating 
causes ? Falsity, on the other hand, is a particular feature 
of the effect, which not being possible from the previous causal 
collocation, makes us hypostetise another apparatus for its 
origination; hence apramanya is said to be paratah (due to 
another) as it requires defects for its production, The purity 
(nairmalya, lit. freedom from defilement) of the sense—organs 
cannot be spoken of as their excellence, for it is their very 
nature and not an excellence brought about by an extraneous 
factor, Its being called so is due to the absence of defect. To 
wit, the sense-organ is said to be nirmalg (pure) due to the 
absence of such defects as kamala (excessive obstruction of 
bile), etc.; and when thwze are present it is said to be possessed 
of defect (or defective). The absence of torpor (middha), etc. 
is the very nature of the mind also and their presence is its 
defect (or abnormality). Stationariness. etc. similarly constitute 
the very nature of the object too, and its being moving is a 
defect (or abnormality). Even in the case of the: knower, 
absence of hunger, etc. is the very nature and their presence 
is a defect. It is said, “This much causal apparatus gives rise 
to valid knowledge’. Therefore the validity of cognition 
even as it arises is said to be svatah (intrinsic) inasmuch as 

I-113 | 
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it does not require any excellence over and above the causes 
giving rise to the cognition. It may be urged: ‘The nature 
of the factors producing it has been cognised from erroneous 
cognition; truth does not result from the nature of previous 
causal factors which are known from their effect, so how could 
it not make us hypostatise another causal apparatus called 
excellence ? (It would certainly do so)’. But this is not tenable. 
The procedure can be imagined in the reverse way also. 
People generally do not infer a cause resident in the very 
nature (of the causal apparatus) from erroneous cognition, but 
do so from right cognition. And in such inference of the 
caural factors the procedure formerly mentioned cannot be 
repudiated. And as said above there is no third effect (leaving 


aside truth and falsity). 


Moreover, pramanya is of the form of the manifestation 
of the true nature of a thing, and if this is accepted as not 
arising even when the cognition arises from the causal apparatus 
such as eye, etc. you must state what (other) nature of cognition 
you accept. According to the Opponent’s view, cognition 
cannot have a nature over and above this character so that it 
could be accepted that validity not originated along with the 
cognition originates in it only at a later time, like a picture 
on a wall. Moreover, if pramanya does not originate even 
when cognition originates from its own causal apparatus, 
but occurs later from a different apparatus, then due to the 
superimposition of opposite charazter and due to the 
difference of causes there would be difference between 
cognition and validity, otherwise the statement, “This alone is 
difference or the cause of difference, viz superimposition of 
opposite qualities and difference of cause; if this were not a 
differentiating factor, the world would be-one’’ would be 
violated. Therefore from that very cause, the causal apparatus 
devoid of excellence, from which cogniton (vijiana) originates 
validity ‘pramanya) also originates. Hence the reason (Hetu) 
‘ because it agrees in presence and absence with the presence 
and absence of the eye, etc. endowed with excellence ’ is 
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unproven (asiddha),and hence also the reason ‘because it does 
not depend upon another apparatus for its Origination’ is not 
unproven (asiddha) because ‘dependence’ which is Opposed ta 
‘independence’ is present in dissimilar cases (vipaksa), and the 
probans which is absent in the vipaksa is necessarily pervaded 
by its own probandum, therefore the probans is not also 
viruddha (contrary) or anaikantikg (inconclusive) and hence 
the probans can establish its own probandum. | 


Further, prama@nya is the gakti (potency) of the form of 
the discernment of the true nature of a thing and potencies 
of all.things occur intrinsically and are not dependent upon 
a collocation of causal factors. As Kumarila says. “You must 
understand that pramanya is inherent in all pramanas since a 
potency which 1s itself non-existent cannot possibly be brought 
into existence by another agency.” (Slv. Su. 2, 47). This does 
not imply the acceptance of the theory of the Samkhyas that the 
effect is latent in the cause; but whatever character of the 
effect 1s present in the causal apparatus, that when the effect 
originates from the causal apparatus come into existence from 
that only, Just as colour, etc, being present in the lump of 
clay, when the jar is produced from the lump of clay, arise 
in the jar due to the colour etc. of the lump of clay. On the 
other hand, the attributes of the effect which are not present 
in the cause, are not produced in the effect due to the cause 
when the effect comes into existence, but independently, as 
for instance, the potency of the jar to carry water. Similarly, 
in cognition also, the potency to determine the nature of the 
object, which is not present in the causes of cognition, viz. 
eye, etc. does not arise due to these causes but becomes 
manifest independently. Moreover, it is said, ‘‘ Since it is only 
for the sake of its origination that a positive entity requires 
a cause, and when it has once acquired an existence, its 
application to the various effects proceeds naturally.” (Slv. 
Su. 2, 48), For instance, “The jar is dependent for its 
origination on a lump of clay, staff, wheel, etc. but it does 
not require their help in bringing water’. It may be 





Log Indian Dialectics 


argued that since pramanya arises from the causes of know- 
ledge, viz. eye, etc., it is said to be arising from an extraneous 
cause. But this is what.is acceptable to the Mimarnsakas 
also, because the origination of the validity of the prerana— 
buddhi (cognition of stimulation ) which arises from the Vedic 
injunctory statement, having no author (i.e. which ts apauruseya) 
is admitted, Similarly, inferential cognition which arises from 
the liftga which does not require the help of anything other 
than the relation of invariable concomitance which is cognised, 
arises as acquiring pramanya from it only. Thus pramarya 
which arises not depending on any cause over and above the 
collocation of the causal factors of cognition, arises intrinsically 
(svatah). Therefore pramanya does not depend on another in 
respect of origination. 

[(2) Pramanya is intrinsic in respect of its effect or 
function |—Nor can it be said that pramana (valid knowledge) 
proceeding to do -its task of determining the true 
nature of the thing, does so depending on an instrument 
over and above the causal factors producing itself; for if it 
were to depend on another cause in this respect, would it 
depend on the notion of consistency, or on the excellence of 
the causes producing itself —these being the two possible 
alternatives? If the former alternative is accepted, there would 
be the fault of argument in a circle (cakraka). To wit, when 
the pramana proceeds to do its work, then there is the activity 
of persons who wish to perform activity, and when they proceed 
to act, then there is samvada or consistency of the nature of 
the origination of the knowledge of successful action; and 

depending on this samvada, the pramana proceeds to its 
function of the nature of the determination of the true nature 
of a thing. Therefore, as long as pramana does not proceed 
to do its work, people desirous of successful action will 
not act, and without this there cannot be consistency or 
agreement with the knowledge of successful activity, and 
without its existence, pramana which depends on it would 
not proceed to do its work; thus obviously, there is the fault 
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of arguing in a circle. It canpot be said that pramdana 
proceeds to do its work depending on the future cognition 
of consistency, as the future thing being non-existent, it 
cannot serve as an auxiliary to cognition proceeding to 
do its task. If the second alternative is accepted, again 
there are two alternatives; Do the excellences of the Causes 
producing it, become the auxiliaries of pramana proceeding to 
do its work on being cognised, or while remaining uncognised ? 
It is not tenable that they do so being uncognised; the very 
existence of uncognised things cannot be known, leave alone 
their being auxiliaries, The other alternative also is not tenable 
as it involves anavastha (infinite series), Depending on the 
excellences of its own cause, which are cognised, a pramana 
(valid cognition) proceeds to do its work: the knowledge of 
the excellences of the cause also, depending on the knowledge 
of the excellences of its own cause, proceeds to do its work of the 
nature of apprehending the excellences of the cause of pramana, 
and that also depending on the knowledge of the excellence 
of its own cause, and so on. Thus, the fault of anavastha cannot 
be avoided. If it is urged that the knowledge of the excellence 
of the cause of pramana, even without depending on the 
knowledge of the excellence of its own cause, proceeds to its 
work of apprehending the excellence of the cause of pramana, 
then pramanu also, even without depending on the knowledge 
of the excellence of its own cause, will proceed to do its 
work of apprehending its object, so the dependence of pramana 
on the knowledge of the excellence of its own cause is 
superfluous. Therefore, pram@na proceeding to do its work, 
isnot dependent on anything, As Kum§arila says, “If even on 
the rise of a cognition, the object thereof is not comprehended 
until the purity of its cause has been ascertained by means of 
another valid cognition, then in all cases we should have to 
wait for the rise. of another cognition from another cause, for 
until the purity of the cause of a cognition has been ascertained, 
it is as good as a non-entity. And this (second) cognition » 
cannot be valid if its causes are not pure (so it could be 
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regarded as valid only on the ascertainment of the purity of 
its cause); this is true of this (third) cognition also and sec 
on ad infinitum.” (Slv. Si. 2, 49-51). So the hetu (probans) 
in the argument ‘Those which await the rise of another 
cognition....’ is unproven (asiddha). Therefore pramana as it 
arises from its own causal apparatus arises as endowed with 
the potency to determine the nature of the object and so it 
proceeds to do its work svatah (independently). 

[ (3) Pramanya is intrinsic in respect of ascertainment | — 
Pramana is similarly not dep2ndent upon another in respect 
of the ascertainment of pramanya (validity ), for being 
dependent, would it depend or the excellence of its own cause 
Or ON consistency ( samvada)? The view that it depends on 
the excellence of its cause, is incompatible, because it has 
already been proved that since the excellences of its cause 
are not cognised by perception and inference based on il, they 
are non-existent. It may be urged: ‘“‘ Whatever particular effect 
there is, is preceded by a particular caus? having excellence, 
as for example, a particular palace, and the like. Now, the 
apprehension of an object as it is in reality is a particular 
effect, and is a probans based on identity ( svabhava-hetu ) 
(proving that it must be due to a particular cause having 
excellence),” This is irrelevant, because the apprehension has 
not been established as being the apprehension of a thing 
as it is in reality. Would the apprehension be apprehension 
of a thing as it is in reality owing to its being produced by 
pure (i.e. non-defective) causal factors; or on account of its being 
consistent, or on account of its being free from contradiction, 
or on account of the object being such (i.e. on account of point 
to point correspondence with the object)? These are the 
different alternatives If it is said that it is due to its being 
produced by a cause having excellence, that is not tenable, 
on account of the contingency of the fault of mutual dependence 
(itaretaraSrava), To wit, apprehension can be determined as 
the apprehension of a thing as it is on account of its being 
produced by a cause having excellence; and it can be determined 
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as produced by a cause having excellence on account of its 
being apprehension of a thing as it really is, thus mutual 
dependence is obvious. If cognition is known to be an 
apprehension of a thing as it is in reality on the strength of 
its being consistent ( Samvaditva ) that also is not proper, 
because the fault of cakraka (argument in a circle) cannot be 
avoided. To wit, as long.as the specific character of being of 
the nature of the determination of a thing as it is really is xot 
established with regard to cogniticn, people concerned with 
its consistency (samvada) would not act after the cognition, 
and as long as there is not activity, there cannot be consistency 
with successful action, and as long as there is not consistency, 
cognition cannot be established as being the apprehension of 
a thing as it really is—this contingency of argumentin a circle 
has been expounded above. It cognition is determined as being 
the comprehension of a thing as it is really by its. being free 
from contradiction. that also is not consistent, because thereby 
what the opponent himself accepts will be opposed. Absence of 
contradiction is a non-entity and is not accepted as existent 
or as a factor enabling one to know; if by resorting to negation 
of the type of exclusion (paryudasayrttya), another cognition 
is taken as meant by negation of contradiction, then since 
the particular determination of cognition is not its object it 
canhot possibly establish it. If the particularity of cognition 
of being apprehension of a thing as it is really, is said to be 
determined by its correspondence with the object (lit. by the 
thing being such ), that also is not proper, because there is 
the contingency of the fault of muiual dependence. Only when 
it is established that the thing has that nature, can the cognition 
be established as being the apprehension of the real nature of 
a thing, and only when this latter is established can the thing 
be established as having that nature; thus mutual dependence 
is obvious. Therefore, the cognition of pramanya is not 
dependent on the excellence of the cause. 


Further, if the determination of pr@manya is said to be 


dependent on samvada (consistency), that also is not proper, 


eo 
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For, is the knowledge which renders it consistent (—is in 
agreement with it and so determines its consistency-samvadaka 
jnana) accepted to be of the same type or of a different type ? 
If the samvadaka jana is accepted to be of the same type, 
then here also it must be stated whether it originates in the 
same or in a different continuum. If it is accepted that another 
cognition, originated in a different continuum and of the 
Same type as it, is the samvadaka jiana that also is not 
tenable because this involves atiprasanga (absurd over- 
extension), because then in respect of Devadatta’s cognition 
of jar even Yajfiadatta’s cognition of another jar would have 
to be accepted as samvadaka. If another cognition originated 
in the same continuum and of the same type is accepted as 
samvadaka then here too it should be stated whether it has 
as its object a thing cognised by a cognition recognised 
Previously as pramana or a different thing. It is not proper to 
accept that it has the same object for if there is one thing 
as the common object, there would be no difference between 
that which is rendered consistent (samvadya) and that which 
renders consistent (samvadaka), |t is like this: If there is one 
object, then as the previous one is not the samvadaka of the 
said later cognition originated in the same continuum and 
of the same type, so the Jater one also could not be the 
samvadaka of the one prior to it. Moreover, how is the later 
cognition of the same type and baving the same object 
determined as pramana (valid cognition ) so that it could 
determine the validity of the prior one’? If it be said that 
the later cognition is determined as such from a cognition of 
that type only, then the latter would have to be determined 
as such by another of that type only and so on endlessly. If 
the validity of the later cognition which is such be determined 
by the first pramana, then the validity of the first, would be 
determined by the later pramana and of the later pramana by the 
first one, so there would be mutual dependence (itaretaraSraya). 
It may be urged that though the prior and posterior cognitions 
have this in common that they have one object, they are of 
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one type and are criginated in the same continuum, there is 
this difference that the posterior one occurs after the knowledge 
of the purity of the cause and because of this difference the 
posterior One can determine the validity of the prior one, but 
the prior one cannot determine the validity of the posterior 
one. The answer to this is that the comprehension of the 
_ purity of the cause is not possible without the comprehension 
of successful action, and there would be involved the fault 
of cakraka (argument in a circle) which has been explained 
above; so there would not be the knowledge of successful 
action; or if it is possible, since validity can be determined 
by it only, it is superfluous to imagine that the posterior 
cognition along with the particularity of the knowledge of 
purity of causes is the cause of the apprehension of the 
validity of the prior one. Therefore, the posterior cognition 
of the same type, originated in the same continuum and having 
the same object cannot determine the validity of the prior 
cognition. It is not also proper to say that the cognition 
which determines the validity of the earlier cognition has a 
different object, because in that case knowledge of nacre, which 
is such, would come to determine the validity of the cognition 
of silver in respect of nacre. Therefore, a posterior cognition 
of the same type cannot determine the validity of a prior 
cognition. | | 

If itis accepted that the knowledge determining the validity 
(of another knowledge ) is of a different type, even then it 
will have to be stated whether it is knowledge of successful 
action or another knowledge. It' cannot be another, for then 
even the knowledge of jar could determine the validity of the 
knowledge of cloth. It is not proper to regard knowledge of | 
successful or purposive action also as determining the validity 
of that knowledge, because in the absence of the determination 
of the validity of the knowledge of purposive action itself, 
there would be absence of action, etc.;andso due to the fault 
of cakraka (argument in circle) this is not possible, It may be 
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Said that even in the absence of the determination of validity, 
activity is possible even from the suspicion or expectancy of 
it and so knowledge of purposive action will not be impossible, 
But then the determination of validity will be superfluous. 
To wit, a man proceeding to act even without having the 
determination of validity, lest he come to failure or inconsistency, 
being desirous of purposive action, seeks to determine validity. 
Now, since that activity has occurred even without the 
determination of validity the attempt to determine validity is 
superfluous, Moreover, how could knowledge of purposive or 
successful activity which is accepted as determining validity 
be determined to be valid ? If by another knowledge of purposive 
action that would lead to a vicious infinite series (anavastha); if 
by the previous knowledge, then the fault of mutual dependence 
( Itaretaragraya ) which has been explained above would 
arise here also, If the validity of the knowledge of successful 
action be said to be determined intrinsically, then why should 
you have any prejudice against the first knowledge being 
determined as valid intrinsically ? It is said, ‘‘Just as the first 
Knowledge Stands in need of samvada ( consistency ) with it, 
SO Samvada with samvada ‘would again have to be sought.” 
‘i If any one cognition be accepted as having intrinsic 
Validity then on what ground could one have any prejudice 
against the first’s being such (i.e. having its validity determined 
intrinsically)?” (Slv, si. 2. 76). ‘If it be said that samvada is 
valid due to its sanvada with the previous knowledge, 
then there would be mutual dependence and validity would 
HOE DE DMSAIBIO tase h, Sn ei are | 

It may be urged: « Knowledge of purposive or successful 
activity is not seen in the absence of the Object, so itis not 
dependent on any thing for the determination of its validity; 
but the knowledge of instrument (—that which brings about 
purposive activity) is seen to arise even in the absence of the 
object, so it is dependent for the determination of its validity 
on the knowledge of successful action.” This also is not 
cogent, because even Knowledge of successful action is seen 
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to arise without the object in the dream-state, and there i is no : 
reason to differentiate between the waking and the dream 
states. It may be urged here : “Knowledge of successful activity 
is of the form of attainment of the result, so it is not dependent 
on another for the determination of its validity; whereas the 
cognition revealing the instrument is not of the form of the 
achievement of successful activity, so it is dependent on another 
in respect of the determination of its validity. | For instance, 
when the knowledge revealing water arises, people who want 
to drink it or take a dive in it, becoming suspicious whether 
the water revealed in the knowledge would bring about the 
desired fruit or not, set about the investigation of its validity; 
but when the knowledge of the accomplishment of drinking Or | 
diving arises, since the result has already been attained, they 
do not apply their minds to the investigation of its validity. ; 
There is no truth in this. It is no answer to say, “Since the 
result has already been attained.” Being of an inquiring frame 
of mind, they start inquiring whether the water revealed in 
the knowledge of water is existent or not existent, so they 
will start inquiring whether the thing revealed in the knowledge 
of the result or the fruit is existent or not. Otherwise, if the 
persons not setting about this suspect the non-existence of 
the thing revealed in it, the knowledge would be suspected 
to be not-valid as having a non-entity as its object, and the 
validity of the knowledge revealing water and inspiring one 
to activity would not be established. Then the other cognition 
being similar in form, there would not be the determination 
of validity, so how couldit be proper to admit that ‘attempt 
at purposive activity arises from knowledge whose validity 
has already been determined’? 

Moreover, does the samvadaka cognition of a different 
type which is accepted as determining the validity of the 
prior cognition, have the same object or a different object ? 
It is not proper to accept that it has the same object as this is 
not possible in the opponent’s view. The cognition of touch or 
the like is of a different class from the cognition of colour, and 
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in it touch or the like is revealed, and not colour; whereas 
in the cognition of colour, colour is revealed and not touch 
and the like: and colour and touch are mutually different: 
and one whole entity ( avayavin) is not accepted as an object 
of the cognitions of colour and touch, so that cognition having 
one object and belonging to a different type could determine 
the validity of the prior cognition. Again, even when it has 
one object, is that object revealed in the determining 
(vyavasthapaka ) cognition in the same character as it was 
revealed in in the cognition to be determined (vyavasthapya), or 
in another? It is not reasonable to accept that it is revealed 
in the same character, because in that case, the determining 
Cognition would have the same amount of attributes and 
things and so would be, like memory, non-pramana ( not-valid 
Cognition), and therefore could not serve as vyavasthapaka. 
If the thing is revealed in a different character, then the 
two cognitions would not huve one object and it would be 
equivalent to accepting the second alternative and that is not 
tenable, because in that case there would be this contingency 
that all cognitions having different objects, originated in 
One continuum .and of different types would become the 
determiners of validity. | 


Further does the cognition of successful activity determine 
the validity of the previous cognition as belonging to the same 
time as it does or to a different time ? If it be simultaneous, 
again there would be two alternatives: Does it apprehend the 
knowledge revealing the instrament or does it not? It is not 
true to say that the knowledge is apprehended, since another 
‘cognition is not revealed in the cogaitions by means of the 
eyes, etc. which latter are accepted as restricted to their Specific 
objects, colour etc. It cannot also be said not to apprehend it, 
because then it could not determine the validity of that 
‘knowledge, for if it is not apprehended, the attributes present 
in it could not also be cognised. On the other hand, if it is 
said to belong. to a different time, that also is not proper; 
the prior cognition being momentary would perish and so 
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would not be revealed in the cognition occurring at a later time; 
and if it is revealed, the later cognition would become invalid 
dueto its having a non-existing thine as_ its object; and 
because of its apprehending it it could not determine its validity. 
And what belongs to a different ti e and does not apprehend 
it wouid all the more be a non-determiner of it. So even a 
non-simultaneous cognition, originated in the same continuum 
and of a different type cannot determine validity. Hence. the 
determination of the validity of the previous pramana is not 
dependent on samvada (consistency). 


Hence even in respect of apprehension, the probans in 
the argument ‘Those which are independ.nt in respect of the 
presence ofa particular thing...’ is not an unproven(asiddha) one. 
The vyapti (ruté of invariable concomitance) is one established 
by pramana. And since the determination of pramanya cannot 
possibly be paratah, there is the fallacy of unproven vyapti 
(vyaptyesiddhi) in the argument, ‘Those whose selves have 
been rendered objects of doubtful or erroneous cognition...’ 
And the probans is asiddha, for in the case of all- living 
beings there is the absence of doubt or erroneous conception 
in respect of pramanya, To wit, as soon as knowledge arises 
all have the definite cognition, viz. ‘This thing’, and this. is’ 
not possible if there is doubt or erroneous conception with 
regard to validity. As Kumérila says, “Before its cognition, 
pramafya remains in its own essential form, and- it is 
independent in respect of its function (of determining ~its 
objects rightly)’’. ( (Slv. si. 2 93). It is the function of pramana to 
determine its object and this does not depend on cognition by 
another pramana. This would not be possible if it were an 
object of doubt or erroneous cognition. 

It is not true to say that pramana (valid cognition) and 
apramana (not valid cognition) have a_ similar character 
in respect of origination, so there could not be the 
determination of their validity and invalidity without samvada 
(consistency ) and visamvada (inconsistency ) respectively. In 
the case of apramana there invariably arises at a later time a 
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contradictory cognition and cognition of a defect in the cause 
and there is thus the determination of invalidity with respect 
to it; but these are not there in the case of pramana,so how 
could there be the suspicion of invalidity (apramanya) ? If it 
is said that since thése are seen in that which has a 
similar character there would be that suspicion even with 
respect to pramana, the answer to this is that this also ts not 
tenable because it (suspicion, doubt) would cease after three 
of four cognitions, but on account of this dependence it should 
not be suspected that knowledge has not intrinsic validity or 
that there will be the fault of anavastha (vicious infinite series), 
because it only serves to dispel the suspicion of apramanya 
in respect of the determining cognition and because it does 
hot depend on another cognition. It is like this : There is 
Suspicion of apramanya in respect of a cognition which has 
not been contradicted because of its similarity to a cognition 
which is contradicted elsewhere; when this doubt arises, a 
third cognition is depended on; if this as it arises is in agree- 
ment with the first cognition then this does not determine 
the first cognition, but only dispels the suspicion of invalidity 
brought about by the second cognition The first cognition 
has, all the same, intrinsic validity. This also applies to a case 
when doubt arising even in respect of the third cognition, there 
is dependence on a fourth cognition. As Kumdarila says, “ In 
this way we do not stand in need of postulating more than 
three or four cognitions, and it is for this reason that we adhere 
to the doctrine of svatah-pramanya.” (SI. st. 2, 61). It is only 
this that is meant by ‘ That alone is wrong cognition which 
has a defiled cause or in respect of which there is a contra- 
dicting cognition.’ The. dependence on a fourth cognition is 
referred to only for satisfying the opponent by initially accept- 
ing his position, but as.a matter of fact it is not required. 
It may be urged that if the third cognition is in agreement 
with the second cognition, then the first 1s determined to be 
not-valid. The answer ‘to this is that this is acually admitted 
as being done by it, but it must be noted that the third 
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cognition only dispels the suspicion of invalidity in respect 
of the second cognition, but does not determine its Validity. 
On the other hand, where with respect to a familiar thing a 
doubt does not arise as to its being such (as it is presented 
in cognition ) or otherwise, a doubt made to arise forcibly by 
a person is harmful to him. This is what the Varitikakara 
has pointed out : ‘One who through ignorance suspects a 
contradicting factor even if it has not arisen, being suspicious 
in all his empirical dealings would come to destruction.” And 
this is not just acurse, for destruction would as a rule follow 
due to the impossibility of any activity capable of acquiring 
what is desired and avoiding what is undesirable, in the case 
of those who want to acquire what is desirable and avoid 
what is undesirak,.e and who are always suspicious—even in 
respect of a thing about which a doubt should not arise —as 
doubt based on one’s fancy would always be there. 


The cognition produced by prerana (stimulating injunction) 
being produced by word (Sabda ) characterised by inspiration 
( prerana ), which is free from defects as it has no person or 
author as it source (i.e. is apauruseya), is always and everywhere 
pramana (valid cognition) like the cognition arising from a 
probans or the statement of 4 reliable person, Or sensuous 
cognition. As Kumarila says, “ The cognition arising from a 
Vedic injunction being produced from causes free from faults 
is pramana like inferential cognition, testimony of a reliable 
person and sensuous cognition.” (Slv. sii. 2, 184), Therefore, it 


is established that prama@nya is intrinsic and. apramanya 
extrinsic. (STT., pp, 2-8), 


| Final view (uttara-paksa)—(1) Refutation of the view that 
pramanya is intrinsic in respect of its genesis ].—We answer : 
As to what was stated, viz. ‘ pramdana signifies an operation 
of the knower which reveals the real nature of a thing’—that 
is not proper because the operation of the knower admitted 
by the opponent will be repudiated as a means of valid 
knowledge. As to the statement, viz. ‘Its being the revealer 
of the true nature. of the thing is its pramanya and. that. is 
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intrinsic in respect of its genesis, because it is not dependent 
on excellence over and above the eye, etc. which are the causes 
of cognition’—here the senesis of pramanya signifies the coming 
into existence of what was non-existent, and ifit be causeless, 
then as shown elsewhere, there would be no restriction as to 
place, time, nature, etc. (-that is to say, pramanya would arise 
just anywhere at any time ). Moreover, there is seen to be 
apprehension of a thing as it is when there is the presence 
of eyes, etc. endowed with excellence, and it is not seen when 
these are not ‘present, so it is established that eyes, etc. 
possessed of excellence are the cause of the apprehension of a 
thing as it is, since elsewhere also the relation of cause-effect 
is based on agreement in respect of presence and absence; 
otherwise wrong cognition also which agites in respect of 
' presence and absence with eyes, etc. possessed of defect would 
be svatah (intrinsic). And if this were accepted the following 
statement of Kumarila would be contradicted : “ Of these, 
two (viz. error and doubt) being positive entities are brought 
about by defects in the cause. ”’ (Slv. 2, 54 cd). As to the 
contention, viz. “Since perception cannot know the presence 
of excellence in the sense-organs which are supersensuous, 
inference also which is based on perception cannot cognise 
it, and the excellences of eye, etc. being thus non-exisient, 
the concomitance, both positive and negative, of pramanya 
with these in respect of origination is not tenable ’—this is 
not proper, as this fault ‘would be common to the origination 
of apramianya (invalidity) also, since defects of the eye, ete. 
also cannot be cognised and are therefore non-existent, and 
sO. positive and negative concomitance of apramanya with 
these is not established and thus penny also would be 
svatah (intrinsic), : 


Again, what has been said from ‘Jf it be said that these 
could be known from the effect in the form of right cognition” 
to “since, asa rule, people do not infer all productive 
cause from erroneous cognition, but do so from right 
cognition—that also is not tenable; for if pramanya and 
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apramanya were to be established by relying on popular 
practice then like apramanya, pramanya also would have to be 
extrinsic. Just as people say that wrong knowledge arises from 
eyes, etc. which have defects, so they say that right know- 
ledge arises from eyes, etc, endowed with excellence. So how 
could pramanya also not be extrinsic in origination like 
apramanya in their view? Suppose a man whose eyes were affected 
with the defect timira ( partial blindness ) or the like, but 
who has now obtained the excellence of clarity of vision by 
the use of special medicine, is asked by a friend of his, ‘How 
are your eyes ?” He would say, ‘Formerly they were defective 
(possessed of defect), but now they have acquired excellence’. 
Therefore it cannot be said that people regard clarity as just 
absence of defects; because timira, etc. could then be said to 
be of the character of absence of excellence and thus apramanya 
also would, like pramanya, be intrinsic. As to the argument 
‘And there is no third effect’-—that also is not tenable; 
because even in the absence of the third effect, as explained 
above, pramanya can be established as extrinsic in respect of 
origination, As to what is said from “ Pramanya is of the> 
nature of manifestation of the true nature of a thing” 
to “She whole universe would be one’—this statement would 
be violated’—that also is stated without the  know- 
ledge of the opponent’s ( paratah-pramanyavadin’s) stand as he 
does not want to say that even though cognition is produced 
by the causal apparatus, eyes etc,, prama@nya which consists in 
the manifestation of the true nature of the thing is produced 
later by another causal apparatus consisting of clarity of 
vision, etc.; what he wants to convey is that knowledge as it 
is produced from the causal apparatus consisting of eyes, etc. 
possessed of excellence is produced as having taken. unto 
itself the character of validity. Like knowledge, pramanya 
also which is non-different in nature from it is extrinsic, so 
it is dependent upon the causal apparatus, eyes, etc. possessed 
of excellence; thus the reason based on identity, viz, ‘as itis 
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not dependent’ in respect of the origination of pramaiya 
is ‘asiddha’: therefore the statement, ‘ Therefore from 
whatever causal apparatus devoid of excellence’, etc. is 
not proper. The following statement also is not proper, VIZ. 
“Pramanya is the potency of the form of apprehension 
of the true nature of a thing, and _ the potencies of all 
things are intrinsic’; because if this is stated, then the 
potency of apprehension of a thing as it is not, which is of 
the form of apramanya, if it were non-existent, could not be 
brought about by anything, so it too would be intrinsic. 
The argument from ‘This is not in any case said by 
resorting to the view that the effect is existent (latent in 
the cause), etc.’ to ‘It is not required’—that also is just 
silly prattle; as by this argument, apramanya also would 
like pramanya be svatah (intrinsic); since that (apramanya) 
too of the character of the potency of the apprehension ofa 
thing as the reverse of what it is, is not present in eyes, etc. 
which are connected with the defects, ¢imira, etc. Moreover, 
we do not see any reason why the sense-organs should 
manifest the character of knowledge which is non-existent in 
themselves, and not the power of apprehension of a thing 
as it is. And whence did the potencies get this magnificence 
that they attained the greatness of being intrinsic in respect 
of origination, whereas the particular things believed to 
be their substrate (ie. cognitions) are not such? Nor are 
these different from them so that even when a thing is 
produced from causes of the thing believed to be their 
substrate, they would not be originated from them only. If 
they were different, not being produced thence, they would 
not be related to their substrate, for things which are different 
cannot have any relation other than that of cause-effect; 
and the relation of supporter and supported also will be 
refuted, as involving extreme absurdity, in the event of the 
absence of the relation of cause-effect. (That is to say, only 
the cause can be the substratum or supporter and the effect 
the thing supported). It is also wrong to say that  beinga 
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thing it would be the substratum of potency, because unless 


there is dependence, that would not, as a matter of fact, be 
possible. And what is existent cannot be dependent, as it is 
independent of everything; nor can a non-existent thing, e.g. 
sky-flower, be dependent, even because it is non-existent: and 
being without a cause, these would not be subject to the 
restriction of place, time, substance; and then anything would 
or would not disappear just anywhere or anything would be 
dependent on, or independent of, anything. If the powers 
were devoid of all connection, they would not cease at all 
in the case of any one, so the possession on the part of 
things of specific powers would not be cognised by the 
pramanas. The view regarding potencies being different or 
non-different from their substrate should not be asserted 
till the faults of contradiction, vicious infinite and the flaws 
pointed out in both the theories are repudiated. And the view 
that it is neither is not proper, because of two characters 
which are mutually exclusive, the negation of one is necessarily 


connected with the assertion of the other; but what is asserted 


cannot itself be negated because assertion and negation would 
be contradictory in respect of one. But those who say, 
“Pramanya which is of the form of a potency does not acquire 
its existence from the notion of consistency which occurs 
later, and so Is said to be intrinsic; and it is not meaut that 
it does not arise from the cause of cognition’—they also are 
not right as this involves the fault of proving what is already 
proved (siddha-sadhyata); and thus even apramanya would be 
svatah, No one contends that when knowledge has originated it 
Originates in it from the notion of disagreement or inconsistency 
which occurs later. If by the above-mentioned argument 
pramanya of the nature of potency has been proved to be 
generated from a cause possessing excellence, how could it be 
so general when it is absent in wrong cognitions arising from 
vitiated causes, as characters which are mutually exclusive are 
not possible together ? Thus the statement, ‘‘ From excellence 
arises absence of defects; due to this absence of defects there 
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is the absence of the apramana cognitions (doubt and error); 
and thus, the general rule stands unrefuted” (see Slv. 2.65) 
is in vain, It is not proper also because one can formulate it 
contrarily thus—‘Absence of excellence arises from faults and 
due to the absence of excellence there is the absence of two 
kinds of pramanya and thus apramanya remains as a general 
rule’, One’s face is not deformed if one says this (1.e. we 
Should not ‘feel abashed to say this ).1 


Moreover, as regards the argument ‘The absence of 
faults arises from excellences’, we say, ‘absence of faults’ 
Which is a non-entity cannot be produced by the operation 
of excellences; the causal Operation is not possible there if 
we examine it by setting forth the alternatives whether it is 
different or non-different, and because it is not accepted by the 
Opponent also. Or, if abhava be accepted as a non-entity, it would 
not behove one to say: “Abhava which is different from 
another bhava is a bhava. positive entity here like anupalambha 
(—non-cognition of Jar signifies cognition of cloth etc. it 
abhava be recognised, how could it not be one produced froma 
cause ?”? Therefore by the method of exclusion, dosabhava is 
understood to be of the nature of the adjunct viz. excellence, 
hence when one says ‘Absence of faults arises from excellences’, 
it would mean ‘ Excellences arise from excellences’ ( STT, 
p. 10, 1.23 ). 

And excellences cannot arise from excellences non-different 
from the causes, and operationon itself involves contradiction, 
and there is found to be the origination of excellences from 
their own causes, so the absence of the two apramanyas due 
to the absence of defects is also said to be pramanya., 
Therefore, if it is accepted that pramanya arises from excellences, 
it would mean that pramanya arises from extraneous 
sources. Therefore, if causes are required for the coming into 
being of pramanya which is of the form of the potency to 
apprehend its own object, then what other activity could 
there be with reference to the effect which could happen 
independently ? Therefore, it is not proper to say, ‘“ What 
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have come jntu existence function by themselves in respect 
of their effects’”’.(Slv. 2,48). Since the Jar is produced in another 
form from its own cause prior to its Operation of carrying 
water, it 1s proper that it proceeds to do its work independently 
of the causes, clay, etc. and so the example is a dissimilar 
one. And since knowledge is accepted as perishing immediately 
after its origination, how could what has come into existence 
operate by itself ? It is said in the Slokavarttika ( 4.55-56): 
‘Not even for a moment does the cognition continue to exist 
nor is it ever produced as doubtful (or incorrect); and‘as such 
it can never subsequently operate towards the apprehension 
of things like the senses etc. Therefore, the only operation 
of cognition with regard to the objects consists in its being 
produced; that alone is prama (valid knowledge), and the 
cognition itself as accompanied by this prama@ is the means. 
of valid knowledge (pramana). [ That is to say, an action, 
viz. the action of being praduced, is postulated for the 
cognition and its effect prama@ too is the manifestation of the 
object; and through the fact of its giving rise to sucha 
result in the shape of prama@ with regard to the particular 
object, the cognition itself comes to be the means of valid 
knowledge ( pramana ) ]’’. Therefore since there is no operation 
of buddhi except origination, and since in respect of this, 
cognitions are said to be dependent on causes possessed of 
excellence, how could there te activity independently ? And 
what is that effect of cognition, in respect of which having come 
into existence it is said to function independently ? It cannot 
be apprehension of its object, since this being synonymous 
with knowledge, it would come to. this that it brings 
about itself, and this is not proper. If it be said that it is the 
determination immediately afterwards, viz. ‘It is pramana’, 
our rejoinder is that it is not soz on account of the presence 
of the cause of illusion there may be non-determination or 
erroneous cognition at times. Therefore pramanya which 
originates from eyes, etc, endowed with excellence is extrinsic 
( paratah-siddna) in respect of its Origination; therefore what 
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‘was stated, viz. ‘If you say that pramanya is paratah inasmuch 
as it arises from causes of cognition such as eyes, that Is 
acceptable to us’”—that is not proper. 


It is not proper to hold that the origination of pramanya 
in cognition which arises from the injunctory statement 
(vidhi-vakya) which is apauruseya (authorless) is svatah because 
apauruseyatva not being an object of pramanas that are 
recognised as cognising it is non-existent; or even if it be existent 
since according to the opponent’s theory, this constitutes its 
excellence, how could cognition arising from such a stimulation 
(prerana ) (having the excellence apauruseyatva) not have 
validity which is extrinsic? Again, if the stimulating statement 
( prerana-vakya ) be apauruseya, the pramanya which 1s correctly 
ascertained in ordinary or mundane sentences composed by 
people having excellences, would not be there owing to 
composition by persons endowed with excellence being 
precluded. Then the stanza (Slv. 2. 184), ‘‘ Cognition produced 
by a prerana is pramana (valid) because it is produced by 
causes free from defects like the cognition produced by the 
probans, word of an Gpta (trustworthy person) and sense- 
organs” should be read as: ‘‘ Cognition produced by prerara 
Is aprama@ ( invalid cognition ) since it is produced by causes 
devoid of excellences, like cognition by non-—reason, or the 
word of an unreliable person. 2 

It may be urged that the stimulating statement ( prerana- 
vakya) being apauruseya, as excellences dependent on the 
fact of being composed by a person are absent, so the defects 
dependent on it are also absent; and in their absence, apramanya 
also is absent in prerana; and so pramanya comes to be 
established intrinsical!y in respect of origination. The answer 
to this is that in the absence of its being composed by a 
person who is the substrate of excellences and defects, both 
pramanya and apramanya would be absent in a prerana, so 
cognition produced by prerana would be devoid of both 
pramanya and apramanya, Then the afore-mentioned stanza 
should be read as: “‘ Cognition produced by prerana is neither 
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prama nor aprama because it arises from causzs which are 
devoid of both excellences and defects.’?% And the stanza 
which is read as—‘‘Let it be investigated whether defects exist 
Or not in pauruseya sentences; but we do not have the slightest 
suspicion of defect with respect to the Veda as it has no 
author” (similar to Slv. 2.68 in meaning) should be read 
as—'‘Let it be investigated whether excellences exist or not in 
pauruseya sentences: we do not have the slightest SSR 
of excellence with respect to the Veda as it has no author.” 

And it should not be argued that where excellences are suspected 
to be the cause of validity, there also from excellence arises 
absence of defect and so on, as this has already been answered, 
Moreover, though apauruseya prerana does not intrinsically 
have the operation of giving rise to the cognition of its 
object, as otherwise it being always present there would be 
the contingency of continuous cognition; but it is dependent 
on the peculiar impressions manifested by the convention 
propounding the meaning that is established by men. And all 
these men are according to the opponent overpowered by 
passions, and so the impressions created by them could not be 
true, otherwise even pauruseya utterances would be true. Hence 
even if the Veda be accepted as apauruseya, there would be 
the presence of invalidity due to the defects of the person 
establishing the convention; so recognising prerana to be 
apauruseya 13 like an elephant’s bath (ineffectual). It is said, 
“If there were no impressions left by men, it would necessarily 
be meaningless; and if impression be accepted, then obviously 
this would be elephant’s bath.” As to what was said, viz. 
inferential cognition arises from the Jiftga which does not 
require the help of anything other than the relation of invariable 
concomitance which is grasped and so on,—-even that is not 
tenable, because the determination of invariable connection 
is itself an excellence; and its non-determination or wrong 
determination is a defect. Thus it is established that pramanya 


being dependent on excellence is extrinsic (paratayn in respect 
of utpatti (genesis). 
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[ (2) Refutation of the view that validity is intrinsic in 
respect of its effect or function (ka@rya)|]: As to what was 
said, viz. ‘Pramana does not function in respect of its effect 
or work (ka@rya) depending on other factors’, that is not 
tenable, because if it is said that pramana is not dependent 
on factors other than the causal apparatus producing the 
karya, that is. siddha-sidhana; if it is said that it is not 
dependent on factors other than the pramana, which is a 
part of the causal apparatus, that also is not good, as one 
cannot possibly be the producer. The maxim that ‘ One 
cannot produce. anything, it is the apparatus that is the 
producer,” has been established elsewhere. Moreover, only the 
apprehension of a thing is not the work of pramana, as that 
is present in the case of apramana also. What is it then? 
It is the apprehension of the true nature of a thing, and this 
IS not brought about by the character of knowledge, as the 
character of knowledge is present in erroneous cognition also, 
and so there should be right apprehension of a thing even 
there. If it is urged that apprehension of a thing as it is 
iS brought about by a particularity and so there will not 
be this absurdity, then. this particularity will have to be 
specified. Is it ‘being the unique knowledge of a thing’, or 
‘being decisive® or : being devoid of contradiction’ or ‘ being 
brought about by unvitiated causes’ or is it ‘ being consistent ’?5 
If ‘being the unique knowledge of an object’ is the particularity, 
that, is not proper, as this is present even in taimirika—jnana 
(knowledge of a man. with a defective eye), If it means 
being decisive, that also is not tenable, as this would be 
impossible in the view of the opponent who regards know- 
ledge as indirect ( —since knowledge arises via vidhi, a 
part of the Veda), If ‘being free from contradiction’ is the 
particular feature, that also’is not proper; for is it a particular 
feature occurring at that time, or one occurring later ? 
It cannot be one occurring at that time as even in the case 
of false cognition there is the absence of contradiction 
occurring at that moment, If it be said to be one occurring 
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later even then it will have to be specified whether the 
particularity is cognised or uncognised, It cannot be uncognised, 
because the uncognised cannot be established even as existent. 
if the particular feature be a cognised one, even then it will 
have to be said whether the absence of contradiction occurring 
Jater is cognised by earlier cognition or by cognition 
occurring later. The absence of contradiction occurring later 
cannot possibly be known by earlier cognition: it may 
manifest blue, etc. which are near by and at that time, but 
it cannot tell us that the sublating cognition will not occur 
Jater also, because even those in respect of which the sublating 
cognition has rot arisen earlier are seen to be refuted at a 
later time. If itis said to be known bya later cognition, may 
it be known, But how can the absence of contradiction which 
occurs later be the particular feature of the earlier cognition 
which has perished, since what occurs in a different time 
cannot be the particular feature of what has perished ? More- 
over, even though cognised the kesonduka (hair-apparition) 
etc, are seen to be unreal; similarly, even though absence of 
contradiction be known, how could it be real? If you say it 
is so because its cognition is true, we ask how it could be 
true. Not by the r2ality of the object known (prameya), as 
this would involve the fault of mutual dependence (itaretara- 
Sraya). It you say it is known from another knowledge of 
the absence of contradiction, even that will have to be known 
by another knowledge of absence of contradiction and so on 
infinitely, If from consistency (samvada), absence of contradiction — 
occurring later is said to be known as true, then even 
consistency will have to be established as true by another 
knowledge of consistency, and its truth by still another 
knowledge of consistency and so on infinitely. Moreover, if 
the absence of contradiction, occurring after the cognition of 
consistency, being known is accepted as the particularity of 
the previous cognition, then pramana dependent upon its own 
particularity which is known would proceed in respect of its 
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own effect, viz. apprehension of a thing as itis, so how could 
svatah-pramanya owing to non-dependence on extrareous 
factors be there? Again, absence of contradiction would, in the 
opponent’s view, be according to negation by exclusion of the 
form of consistency. One who says, ‘Knowiedge devoid of contra. 
diction proceeds to its own work without depending on another’, 
really means that it functions there depending on consistency 
(samvada ). 

Moreover, there would be three alternatives: Is_ the 
nature of cognition sublated, or is the object known 
sublated, or is purposive activity (arthakriya) sublated ? If 
it is accepted that the nature of cognition is sublated, 
that is not tenable as it does not go beyond the two 
alternatives. To wit, cognition being snblated, is it sublated 
at the time of its own existence or at a later time? If it is 
said to be sublated in its own time, that is not proper, as 
cognition is always manifest in a very lucid form; and it 
cannot be said that cognition appearing lucidly is at the same 
time absent, because in that case, even cognition recognised 
as true would have to be regarded as absent. If-it is said 
that it is sublated at a later time, that also is not proper, as 
it being admitted that it will perish just by itself at a later 
time, the operation of the sublating factor wil not be able 
to do anything there. “KimSuka flowers are red by their 
very destiny (so it is not necessary to dye them).” If it is 
accepted that the prameya (object known) is sublated, that 
also is not tenable for the prameya being sublated, is it 
sublated in the form that is manifested or in a form not 
manifest, characterised by touch, etc. that accompanies the form 
that 1s manifest? These two alternatives present themselves. 
If it is said to be sublated in its manifest form, that is not 
proper because the form that is manifest cannot possibly be 
non-existent, otherwise that which is manifest in true cognition 
would be non-existent. If it is held that it is sublated in its 
non-manifest form, that also is not proper; the non-manifest 
form being other than the manifest form, one thing need not 
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be absent when the other is absent, for that would be 
extremely absurd (as everything would then be absent—the 
fault of atiprasanga). If it is said that purposive activity 
(arthakriya) is sublated, is it also sublated when produced 
or when unproduced? If it is something produced, then it 
cannot be sublated, as it is existent. If it is unborn, even 
then it cannot be sublated, even because it is unborn. 
Moreover, purposive activity also is other than the thing, 
so it being sublated bow could another be absent as _ this 
also would involve extreme absurdity (atiprasanga)? And when 
there is nothing that could be precluded, even the epithet 
‘devoid of contradiction ’ is improper and so even absence 
of contradiction cannot be a particularity of cognition. If 
‘being brought about by unvitiated causes’ is regarded as 
the particularity, even that is not proper, as it could not bea 
particularity if it be unknown, and ifit be known, how could 
the fact of being produced by unvitiated causes be known? If 
it is said to be known by means of another cognition brought 
about by uavitiated causes then that involves vicious infinite 
series (anavastha). If it is held that it is known by samvada 
(consistency), the particularity of the knowledge of consistency 
of being produced by unvitiated causes will be known by 
another knowledge of consistency produced by unvitiated 
causes,—thus you will come across the same vicious infinite © 
series (anavastha). Moreover, if depending on the particularity 
of being brought about by unvitiated causes which is dependent 
on knowledge, knowledge were to proceed to do its work, how | 
could it nct be said to do so paratah (depending on another) ? 
And absence of defect in the cause signifies in the opponent's 
view, according to negation by exclusion, an excellence of the 
cause, so when he says ‘brought about by unvitiated or 
non-defective causes’, it comes to this, viz. ‘brought about 
by causes possessed of excellence’, And excellences of causes, 
that are required by pramana proceeding to do its own work, 
themselves require a pramana determining them, and this pramana 
also proceeds to its work being dependent on the determination 
of the excellences of its own causes, and thus there is the 
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fault of anavastha. And thus what was urged asa contingency 
for the other party while, saying, ‘Even when cognition is 
produced the object is not cognised so long as (the purity 
of the causes is not known by another pramafa,...... — 
comes to be forthe opponent like raising an evil spirit for 
his. own destruction. (svavadhaya Krtyotthapanam bhayatah 
prasaktam—STT, 1, p. petal), 

| If it is said that knowiedge will proceed to do its work 
of determining its object, even without the determination of 
its being produced by unvitiated causes, that is not tenable; 
because pramana which is an object of doubt cannot possibly 
determine its object; otherwise even an apramana could 
determine its object. Therefore, according to the opponent’s 
theory even the fact of being produced by unvitiated causes 
Cannot possibly be a particularity, 





If samvaditva (being consistent) is accepted as a visesa, this 
is what is accepted by the Paratahpramanyavidin also, 
but as will be shown later that cannot be known without the 
determination of the rise of the cognition of samada; thus 
pramana would proceed to do its own work being dependent 
On it, so it would be dependent on another in respect of 
that. Thus non-dependence not being established as shown 
above, the hertu in the argument, ‘ Those which await the 
Tise of another cognition are not self-sufficient’ is not 
asiddha (unproven or unreal). This also refutes what has been 
Said, viz. « unique cognition of a thing, hich is decisive, 
devoid of contradiction, brought about by unvitiated causes 
IS recognised by the people as pramana (valid).”? As 
to the argument viz. ‘If pramana depending on samvada were 
to proceed to do its work, then there would be the contingency 
Of cakraka (argument in a circle)’ that is not proper. 
‘Pramaiina is of the nature of true apprehension ’, so it 
will be shown that pramana Proceeding to do its work, viz. 
determination (of things), is dependent on sgmyada (consistency) 
and yet there is not the fault of cakraka (argument jn a 
circle), As to the statement, ‘If the excellences of the causes 
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are known’, that only reveals the opponent’s ignorance 
of the other party’s accepted view, for the other party does 
not accept that pramana proceeds to do its work being 
dependent on the cognition of the excellence of its causes. 
As to the argument, ‘pramana as it arises is possessed of 
the potency to apprehend its object’, there the potency to 
apprehend the true nature of a thing is just non-inconsistency 
(avisamvaditva), and that is known from extraneous sources, 
and being dependent on it pramano proceeds to do 
its work, so pramanya is established in that respect to be 
extrinsic, 

[(3) Refutation of the svatastva of pramanya in respect 
of niscaya (ascertainment) | 

As to what was said viz. pramanya is not dependent on 
another with regard to its own ascertainment, that is not 
correct. For is the ascertainment occurring there one which is 
causeéless, or is it one having a cause?— these two alternatives come 
up. It cannot be causeless as in that case there would be the 
contingency of absence of specific place, time and nature. Even 
if it is said to have a cause, does it have itself as the cause 
or does it havea cause other than itself ? It cannot have itself 
as the cause, as the Mimamsaka does not recognise pramana 
which is self-apprehended, If it has an entity other than itself 
as the cause, even then it will have to be stated whether that 
cause 1S perception Or inference, as there is not the possibility 
of anything else which could asccrtain it. If it is said to be 
perception, that is not proper, as perception cannot operate 
in respect of that; it comes to get the name ‘perception’ as it 
comes into existence in respect .of a thing which is in contact 
with the sense-organ through its operation; whereas the sense- 
organs do not have any contact with the result in the form of 
the directness of the object or with the nature of its apprehension 
so that their pramanya of the nature of their truth could be 
ascertained by perception which is produced by the operation 
of the sense-organs; nor Is it ascertained by perception 
produced by the operation of the mind, as there is the absence 
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of such an experience. Nor also can pramanya, as being the 
ascertainer of the truth of the producer of these two, which is 
called the operation of the knower, be ascertained by perception 
produced by the external sense€-organs or the mind, as the 
sense-organs do not have contact with it. And it has been said 
that knowledge arising in respect of a thing not connected 
with the sense-vurgan cannot be called perception. 


Nor can (pramanya) be ascertained by inference as the 
above-mentioned two effects or results are no: the /itga (mark 
of inference ) in the determination of pramanya characterised 
by the apprehension of the object as it is. Even though 
there is the possibility of /itga viz. its own effect of the 
hature of the two results mentioned above, in the case of 
the Operation of the Knower, yet there is not the fact of its 
being the ascertainer of prama@nya_ characterised by being 
the ascertainer of the thing as it is. For would that linga 
called apprehension be engaged in ascertaining it, as qualified 
by truth or being devoid of any qualifier? In the former 
case, what is the proof of truth being the qualifier? It has 
been shown that there is no'possibility of proof. If the 
result devoid of any qualifier be said to prove pramanya 
(validity), then even the result of Wrong cognition should be 
able to asceriain pramanya, and this would be too absurd 
(— atiprasanga) (—all cognitions would be known as valid), 


It may be urged here : The above-mentioned two results, 
viz. apprehension of a thing (artha-samvedana: atid the mani- 
festness of the object (artha prakatata\, are ascertained by 
experience; as there is the ascertainment of the nature mentioned 
above intrinsically so there is the ascertainment of truth also: 
as that being apprehended is apprehended as the apprehension 
of blue, so there would be the apprehension of it as qualified 
by truth; for the apprehension of truth is not different from 
the apprehension of blue. The rejoinder to this is : If this is 
so, since even the cognition of silver in respect of shell, is 
of the nature of apprehension of an object it would come to 
be true. Losing sight of the memory-factor (smrti-pramosa) 
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etc. will be refuted later. So its pramanya cannot be deter: 
mined even by inference. Moreover if perception and inference 
be accepted as the instruments of the ascertainment of pramanya, 
it could not be said that pramanya is ascertained intrinsically. 
Therefore, pramanya cannot be ascertained even- by another 
instrument, | 


Asto the argument, ‘Nor is pramanya dependent on 
another for its own determination, for being dependent would 
it depend on the excellence of the cause, and so on’,—that_ 
is only a condemnation of what is not recognised even by the 
other party. He does not hold that pramanya is cognised by 
the knowledge of the excellence of its own cause, because 
the excellence of the causes cannot be known without the 
cognition of samvada (consistency ); and if the excellence 
of the cause is accepted as being known by the cognition of 
samvada, the ascertainment of pramanya will be achieved thereby 
only, and so it will be unnecessary to make the hypothesis of the 
determination of excellences. Since there arises the knowledge 
of excellences after the ascertainment of pramanya, their 
ascertainment would not be useful in the ascertainment of validity. 
( One method is cumbrous, while the other is simple ). ‘Nor 
can it be argued that having once determined the excellences 
on the strength of samvada, at another time there could be 
the ascertainment of pramanya (validity) of knowledge arising 
from the gunas by means of their ascertainment or definite 
knowledge even without samvada; because in the case of eyes, 
etc. which are quite imperceptible, even at another time the 
persistence of excellences could not be definitely known without 
the definite perception of the own effect of the pramanya. 
And the persistence of excellences is not uniform in the case 
of things perishing in a moment, because they would be 
different in form according to the newer and newer auxiliary 
causes. And from the cognition of samvada of the form of 
knowledge of successful action, ascertainment of pramanya 
is certainly accepted as occurring as can be seen from the 
statement of the definition of pramana, ‘ Pramana is non- 
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inconsistent knowledge’ (pramanam avisamyadi- jnanam). And 
it cannot be said that pramanya characterised by samvaditva 
is known intrinsically as samv@ditva signifies the potency of 
pramana to produce the notion of samvada; and the potency 
of the cause cannot be determined without the perception 
of the effect. It is said, “There cannot be the knowledge of 
the existence of the cause if the effect is not perceptible, ” 
Therefore, by the cognition of samvada which occurs later, 
the validity of the previous one is established. And _ it 
is not proper to say: “There will not be the knowledge of 
pramanya owing to the contingency of anavastha (infinite series), 
which would occur thus—When the validity of the previous 
cognition is known from the cognition of samvada, the validity 
of the cognition of samvada is known from samvada with 
another and so on infinitely.” Since the notion of samvada 
has the character of samvada, there is not the need of another 
samvada and ‘so the contingency of anavastha will not arise. 
It should not be urged that in that case even the first 
(cognition) will not be in need of samvada. as for it pramanya 
consists in being the producer of samvada; if it were not 
there, pramanya itself would not be there. But the knowledge 
of successful action is directly avisamvédin ( non-inconsistent ), 
as it has successful action for its object or content; for it, 
apprehension of its own object is itself the pramanya, and 
that is established by itself, so it does not depend on another. 
Therefore the statement, ‘If any knowledge be accepted as 
self—valid .........2 — that is only the opponent’s prattle, 
And it should not be said thaton there being a doubt as to 
knowledge of successful activity pertaining to anon-entity, 
there would be the need of another pramana and so on, and 
SO a Vicious infinite series would occur,—because the knowledge 
of successful activity being of the nature of experience of 
successful activity, there would not be the need for those 
concerned with successful action alone for the inquiry whether 
this knowledge arose from a different successful action or in 
its absence. To wit, just as the inquiry whether successful 
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activity is accomplished by the whole thing as distinct from 
the parts, or by it as non-different from the parts or. byit 

having the dual form, or by it having neither form or by. 
the thing constituted of three gunas, or by it of the nature 
of an aggregate of atoms, or by it of the form of knowledge, 
or by it of the form of ignorance (i. e. having only empirical 
reality)—is purposeless for one who is concerned with successful 
activity alone, since the desired result is accomplished; so is — 
even this inquiry whether apprehension of successful activity 
arises with reference to a real successful activity or with 
reference to an unreal one. The result desired is removal of 
the burning sensation of thirst and the like and that 1s 
accomplished on there being the rise of the knowledge of its 
dissociation, which is self-apprehended, and so the inquiry 1s 
of no avail, and also because there cannot be two know- 
ledges pertaining to a non-entity. Where the knowledge of 
successful activity arises preceded by the knowledge of the 
instrument (of successful activity’, there !s in no case any 


suspicion of its being a non-entity. When one has'the knowledge 


of fire in respect of non-fire, there is not the possibility of 
the knowledge of the efficient activity of burning, cooking 
etc. in the case of a man who acts upon it. This is well known 
to all including cow-herds and women. And (only) because 
knowledge of successful activity in a dream is seen to arise 
in the absence of successful activity, it cannot be doubted 
that the knowledge of successful activity in the waking state 
also is such, as it is its reverse. To wit, the knowledge of 
successful action in a dream is not preceded by: effort, is 
confused and infirm, whereas that in the waking state is 
the reverse of this, so how could there be vyabhicara 
(deviation) ? (That is to say, a real object must be there.) And 
if the knowledge of successful action also were to arise in 
the waking state without (real) object, which other knowledge 
could there be which would correspond to its object, and on 
the basis of which things could be established ? He who thinks 
I-117 
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that he is doing something unfavourable to the Buddhist who 
holds the theory of paratah—pramanya is really doing something 
favourable to him. For he holds that ‘all cognitions are 
devoid of an objective content as they are cognitions, like 
dream cognitions’ ; and when you demonstrate that the waking 
and dream states are non-different you only help him, for 
there could be no Other cognition which is connected with 
the object. And when you demonstrate that the two states 
are equal, it does not help the matter in hand. It is empirical 
pramafa that is defined as follows—‘Pramana is non-inconsistent 
knowledge; and this empirica] pramana is only the knowledge 
in the waking state since as a matter of fact it is only 
there that al] dealings are known to happen in the world: 
Whereas dream-cognitions are well-known in the world as 
being devoid of objective content and so are not said to be 
Pramana; and hence there js no scope for the inquiry whether 
pramanya is svatah or paratah. In the cognition of the waking 
state both are found and so there is scope for the inquiry 
whether it is pramana ot apramana, and whether it is so svatah 
(iatrinsically) Or paratah (extrinsically). To urge that dream 
cognition would be a case of deviation (vyabhicara) when the 
qualification ‘it being a cognition of the waking state’ is added 
to the above-mentioned definition, indicates only the ignorance 
of the other Party of the matter in hand. 


Moreover, in respect of the definition, ‘‘ Pramana is the. 
Kaowledge which is the cause of a particular result, viz. attainment 
of successful activity”, the objection cannot be raised viz. « Its 
result is not comprehended by the definition of pramana so how 
could the pramanya of it also be determined ?’ As when the 
seed is defined as the cause of sprout, the sprout also does not 
come to be of the form of seed, so learned people should 
not ask the question, ‘How is it ascertained that the sprout 
has the character of seed?’ As the character of seed is 
determined in the case of seed on seeing the sprout,so here 
also the knowledge of instrument will be ascertained as having 
pramanya on seeing the result of successful activity. And the 
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fault of anavastha will not be there on account of the 
pramanya of knowledge of successful activity having to be 
determined from another source, as knowledge of successful 
activity is established intrinsically as having that character 
(1,e. as being valid). It is said ‘Nature is known intrinsicaily? 
(svarnpasya svatogatih’—STT 1, p.15). And there can be no 
illusion with respect to the nature of knowledge, because if 
the nature be absent, self-consciousness being non-different 
from it would also come to be negated (or absent). The 
following definitions pertain to pramana having a different 
object, viz. ‘‘ Prama@na is non-inconsistent knowledge and’ 
non-inconsistency signifies the presence of successful activity” 
(Pramana-varttika 1.3); as also ‘pramanya (is determined) by 
empirical behaviour in the form of successful activity’. 


Therefore the result being one which is the very self 


of pramana, and which is-called a purusartha characterised: 
by successful activity, and for which intelligent persons make 
efforts, the urging of anavastha in respect of the knowledge 
of pramanya, which is of the nature of potency of reaching 
to the fruit whose character is not reflected, in the case of 
knowledge revealing the instrument (of successful activity)— 
on the strength of this, is considered as incompatible for the 
opponent, as it (result) is self—-established and one to which 
the definition of pramana cannot apply as it has not acquired 
the nature of another instrument in respect of another fruit. 
Hence also is refuted the argument viz. “As intelligent 
persons, even though they have attained the result, on there 
being the rise of the knowledge of purposive activity on acting 
as stimulated by the knowledge of the instrument whose: 
pramanya has not been determined, apply their mind to the 
investigation of the pramanya of the knowledge of the 
instrument, for otherwise there would not be activity elsewhere 
preceded by the asceriainment of the validity of another 
knowledge of instrument which is similar to it in character, 
so they are engaged in the inquiry as to the pramanya of 
the cognition of successful activity also just because they are 





936 





Indian Dialectics 


intelligent, otherwise there would not be at all the ascertainment 
of the validity of the previous cognition from the knowledge 


of successful activity whose validity has not been established”. 


‘It is also not correct to say that the fact of having attained 
the result is meaningless, because it has been propounded 
that knowledge of successful activity has intrinsic validity 
Whereas the cognition of instrument is valid as it gives 
rise. to it. As to what was said, viz. ‘If by consistency 
the validity of the previous one is determined then ‘ Perception 
by the ear would be apramana as there is no consistency with 
other cognitions ’ (Sly, 2.77)’,—that also is not proper, because 
auditory cognition pertaining to song, etc. being of the form 
of successful activity, its pramanya is established intrinsically. 
Similarly in the case of the cognition of colour of a variegated 
thing, pramanya is self-established, as it 1s of the character 
of ‘experience of successful activity. The cognitions of odour, 
touch, taste are well-known to be of the character of experience 
of successful activity. As to the argument, viz. ‘Does the 
knowledge establishing consistency, having the one object 
or a different object, determine the pramanya of the previous 
cognition...?’, since two objects of the character of colour 
and touch which exist in one aggregate, depend on one causal 
,apparatus and so do notdeviate fromeach other, the cognition 
of touch etc. which in the waking condition does not arise 
in the absence of touch, etc. which are desired, though 
having a different object determines the validity of the 
cognition of colour about which there is a doubt—that also 
is not relevant, Hence also on account of sounds being invariably 
concomitant with the entities, form, etc., on there arising a 
_doubt as to their particularity, at times due to the cognition 
_of the form of the vina (lute) etc., there is the removal of 
the doubt as to its particularity so ascertainment of pramanya 
due to consistency with the perception of its form also 
comes to be established. As to what was said viz. ‘Does 


“the knowledge enabling one to know consistency (samvada-— 


jana) establish the validity of the knowledge of the instrument 
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(sadhana-jnana) as having the sadhana-jiaina as its object 
or as- having a different object ?”—this also is a statement of 
one who does not know what the other party wants to say; 
according to the other party the samvada-jnana docs not 
establish its validity as being its cogniser, but by being a 
particular effect of it, as smoke establishes fire. As to the 
fault of cakraka stated with regard to the determination of 
the sadhana—jiana by the samvada-jnana,—that also 1s 
inconsistent. This fault would be there if a man were to act 
after having at the very outset determined the validity: of the 


sadhana-jnana by means of the Samvada—jiana; but when on- 


there being the Perception of the colour of fire, he once on 
being tormented by cold and approaching that place for 


something else, experiences its touch, or experiences its touch | 
When fire is brought to that place by some kind-hearted | 


person, it is then that he cognises the relation between the 
perception of the colour of fire and the cognition of touch, 
viz. a thing having this sort of nature serves this sort of purpose. 
He who has (thus) grasped the connection, at another time, in 
unfamiliar circumstances acts after having determined the validity 


of the knowledge revealing the instrument thus, ‘‘This cognition. _ 


of mine must bring about the desired successful - activity, 
because it is a cognition of this colour like a cognition of 
this character produced before’, so how could the objection 
pertaining to cakraka be urged ? Some say that even in circum- 
Stances to which he is used a person proceeds to act after 
having determined the validity of the sadhana-jrana by 
inference. It cannot be said that inference cannot operate on 
account of the absence of the consciousness of the operation of 
positive and negative concomitance in those circumstances, 
because though it might not be apprehended its operation 
deserves to be accepted, as when seeing allofasudden smoke one 
has the knowledge of fire which is not perceptible; otherwise there 
should be its cognition on seeing that accidentally, even in the 
case of one who has grasped and later forgotten. It may be 
urged : ‘And the potency to bring about the result of the 
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sadhana-jiana is an object of direct apprehension, and so 
how can inference function in respect of what is directly 
perceived ?” This objection is not tenable, because like presence 
of imperceptible fire in a place which is seen the potency 
to bring it about is imperceptible so it could not be determined 
without the functioning of inference. It is said, “The behaviour 
of one, who considers the efficiency of cognition, goes on 
from; memory, on account of desire, on there being its 
perception in respect of perceived things.’® 
Others say, ‘In familiar circumstances, activity is possible 
even without inference’. It may be urged that activity is 
seen when there is inference, and is not seen in its absence 
SO if is brought about by inference. Now in this way in 
familiar circumstances, even on the absence of inference which 
is of the nature of conceptualisation there is seen to be activity 
by reason of perception, so how would it not be its effect? 
To wit, the operation of inference which is of the nature of 
conceptualisation is not apprehended by the knower and yet 
there is accomplished activity in respect of the thing that is 
manifested. It may be asked : In the beginning activity is 
seen to result from inference, so how could it occur later 
without it? We rejoin that in the same way behaviour or 
practical dealing is seen to arise from consideration, and yet 
later it occurs without consideration, merely on the perception 
of the thing in front—you must state how this is possible: 
Moreover, if activity is held never to occur without inference, 
then by reason of this, it will have to be accepted that 
inference alone is the stimulator. And in that case, since the 
linga (probans) cannot be cognised by perception, there also» 
inference will be the cause of the proposition pertaining to 
definite knowledge, and there ¢arnot be this inference also 
without the definite knowledge of another Jingu and thus 
there will be the contingency of anavastha (vicious infinite 
series ) and inference itself will not be possible, and therefore 
there will never be any activity. Therefore, in familiar 
circumstances: perception should be accepted as bringing about . 
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activity by itself. Inference on the Other hand js possessed 
of the potency to enable us to reach the fire just because it 
arises from its own probandum (fire) on the Strength of the ' 
determination of the mark which has the relation of identity 
or origination from it or necessary Connection, and so even 
before the rise of the notion of samvada, it is definitely known 
as distinct from sham pramana (pramanabhasa), and hence it is 
intrinsic only, To wit, what is Originated from a thing has the « 
potency to enable us to reach it; as, for instance, perception 
has the power to enable us to reach the object. And this 
inferential knowledge of the lingin (paksa) is produced from - 
the anumeya (sadhya) through the perception of the linga 
Which is connected with it, so it is determined as having the 
potency to enable us to reach it. The name under consideration 
is demonstrated to an ignorant person by pointing out the 
Object, because the instruction about the convention is given 
by acquainting us with the object of convention. To explain, 
in this way even the talk of pramanya in respect of perception 
also is thus known to be. Only based on non-deviation 
(avyabhicara) from the object; and the avyabhicira is nothing 
other than origination from it, and this itself is ca!led: the 
potency of knowledge to enable us to reach (the object). It is 
said “ Since perception is found to be absent when the object 
is not possible (i.e. not existent), perception also can have 
pramanya, Both these are true when a thing which is connected 
(with the sa@dhya) is the cause”. 


Therefore the proposition pertaining to pramanya is 
established on the Strength of another, with reference to an 
ignorant person. In the case of inference, pramanya of the 
nature of avyabhicara (non-deviation) from its own probandum, 
which is established after the determination of the linga 
connected with it is directly established as having arisen from 
it, and therefore in the determination of pramanya by another 
there will not be involved the contingency of cakraka (argument 
in a circle) as urged. But in the case of perception, it is not 
possible to ascertain its rise from the object before samvada 
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it 1 nable to say amiliar 
(-is observed.),; so it 1s reasonable to say that In unfam 


bee a : 
- circumstances. its pramatya 1s dependent on samvada. There for 

, . ‘ “ vi ae rEGs . : own 
“dependence being established in respect of origination, 


‘function and..ascertainment, the hetu in the argument, 


“Those. which, are independent of a particular thing are  self- 


sufficient’ is -asiddha (unreal). And since the ascertainment 4 
the validity of the cognition pertaining to the object of doudt, 


“error is proved to be paratah, there is no unreality of vyapt! 
“in the argument, ‘‘ Those which are subject to doubt, error... 


>) 


As to the. argument that ‘the hetu is asiddha since there 


-is absence of doubt and error with regard to validity In 
‘the .case of all beings’,—that also. is not tenable; so it 1s 


“intelligent persons who are engaged in the inquiry as 


-to pramana and apramana, and not others; and they become 
suspicious on the perception of inconsistency (visamvada ) of 
certain: knowledge—individuals, and do not determine, ‘ This 
thing. is such only’ simply because they have knowledge, nor 
do they determine the knowledge as having validity; otherwise 
they..would cease to be intelligent. So how could there not 
be doubt with regard to what is liable to be subjected to 
doubt? Thus in the knowledge arising from the defect, Viz. 
kamala (overpowering by bile) etc. ther? is also the character 
of error and on the strength of this it is but proper that 
one. should have the suspicion of error with respect to other 
cognitions also; hence the /etu in the present argument is 


not asiddha, and by reason of this paratah-pramanya is 
established. 


-The opponent anticipating the argument viz, ‘Pramana 
and: its .a@bhasa -have the same form...’, refuted it by 
saying, ‘In the case of apramana, contradicting cognition 
is sure to occur as also the knowledge of the defect of the 
cause’:—this also is mot correct; because the’ distinction 
shown that in the case of erroneous cognition the know- 
ledge of the contradiction. or the defect of the cause is 
sure to occur, and it is not found in the case of right 
cognition—is this known on there being the non-cognition of 
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contradicting knowledge, or on there being definite knowledge 
of its absence? In the former case, we have to say that in 
erroneous cognition, even when it (defect) is present it is 
found to be one not cognised for some time: similarly it may 
not be cognised here. Now it may be urged that in the case of 
erroneous cognition, though it may not be cognised for some 
lime, one becomes aware of the contradicting cognition at a 
distant time, whereas in the case of right cognition, it is not 
known even at a distant time. Well, this. could be decided 
by only omniscient persons and not by ordinary men of the 
world like us. Again, does the definite knowledge of the absence 
of contradicting factor in the case of true knowledge occur 
before the activity or after the activity? If the former 
alternative is accepted that is not proper as this being possible 
even in the case of erroneous cognition it would come to 
be pramana. If the determination of absence of contradicting: 
factor is said to occur after the activity, that also is not 
proper, because since activity can arise even without the 
determination of the absence of badhaka (contradicting factor), 
this determination is ineffectual. And there is no cause of 
the determination of absence of contradicting factor which 
occurs after the activity. If it is urged that non apprehension 
is the Cause, we say it is not so because this is not possible. 
To wit, is the non-apprehension of the badhaka, as occurring 
before the activity, the cause of the determination of the 
absence of badhaka, which occurs after the activity; or as 
occurring after the activity ?—These two alternatives are there. 


If the former is accepted that is not proper, because the 


non-apprehension of ba@dhaka which occurs earlier cannot 
possibly be the cause of the determination of absence of 


-badhaka which occurs after the activity; a non-apprehension 


‘of one time cannot bring about determination of abhava at 


another time, as this would be very absurd (ati-prasanga)— 


anything could be proved to be absent at any time. Nor can 
the non—apprehension of ba@dhaka which occurs after the 


1-118 
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activity be the cause of the determination, because previous to 
activity an ordinary man of limited vision cannot possibly 
determine that at a later time there'will not be the apprebension 
of badhaka, and so this is not established. Nor is it possible 
to say that non-apprekension occurring after the activity, 
being determined then only will become the cause of the 
determination of the absence of badhaka which occurs at 
tbat time, as it has been shown that the determination 
occurring at that time would be ineffectua). Moreover, is the 
non-apprehension of badhaka with reference to all, the cause 
of that determination, or that withreference to oneself ?—thus 
again these two alternatives would be there. If it is one with 
reference to all, that is not proper, tecause it is not established — 
for ordinary persons of limited vision cannot possibly determine 
that ‘all cognisers do not cognise a badhaka’. If it is accepted 
that it is one with reference to oneself, that also is not 
proper, because non-apprehension connected with oneself is 
not conclusive in respect of the particular operations of other 
minds. Therefore, non-apprehension is not the cause of the 
determination of absence of contradiction. Nor is samvada 
the cause because the contingency of infinite series has been 
pointed out. And it has already been established that absence 
of contradiction is not a particularity of true cognition. This 
holds good also of the absence of the defects of the cause, 
so this also is not its particularity. Moreover, since in the 
opponents view absence of defects of cause and absence of 
badhaka are propounded as of the form of excellence of the 
cause and of the form of cognition determining consistency, 
ifin its determination lies its particularity, the determination of 
pramanya comes to be accepted as paratah; and even that is 
not proper as ‘the fault of infinite series has, according to 
the opponent’s view, already been propounded. As to what 1S 
said, viz. ‘ [hus three or four cognitions...’, there since witb 
reference to a badhaka, three states are seen, one and the 
same knowledge has validity and again invalidity and again 
validity, or since one would suspect there three states in respect 
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of that badhaka, etc., how would an inquirer not be dependent 
on another so that the vicious infinite series would not be 
there? As to what is said, viz. ‘ From. this dependence it 
should not be suspected that there is not svatah—pramanya...’, 
that also is not tenable for this is not a game of deceit so 
that only a few cognitions would be described. ‘Without a 
pramana, the suspicion of badhaka would not cease and it 
has been stated that in the opponent’s view there is not possible 
pramana that could remove suspicicn. Similarly, if one has 
from the beginning a doubt regarding the knowledge of the 
defects of the cause, there will be the need for another 
knowledge of the defects of Cause, and thus how could the 
vicious infinite series (anavastha@) be averted 2 


It might be urged: Since the knowledge of the defect of the 
cause would be pramana only from the absence of the knowledge 
cognising the defects of its cause there would not be anavastha 
here. As Kumarila said, “If pramanya is accepted to be due to the 
cognition itself, nothing else is required, because in the absence 
of the cognition of defects, falsity (i.e. apramanya) becomes 
precluded automatically.” (Sly, 2.52)—This is not proper and 
it has been answered before. And from the non-cognition of 
defect there cannot be inferred absence of defect, because 
even when defects are existent it is quite possible that there 
should be their non-cognition, Defect of sense-organ brought. 
about by timira, etc. is the factor that brings about wrong 
cognition as opposed to the potency to produce true knowledge; 
and that being super-sensuous is not apprehended though it 
is existent. And defects are not concomitant with knowledge 
so that the latter not being there they would also be non-existent. 
And with regard to the knowledge of absence of defects, 
there would be the same anavastha which has been propounded 
before, if consistency, etc. are required to determine its validity. 
This also refutes what has been said by Bhetta, viz. “Therefore 
intrinsic validity holds good as a general rule everywhere: it 
is set aside by contradictory knowledge and the knowledge 
of the defectiveness of the cause. And though it be dependent 
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on this, there would not be the contingency of vicious infinite 
series; this is dependent on pramana and it is proved to be 
intrinsic in character. As a pramana is not established by 
another pramana, similarly non-validiity cannot be established 
by a non-pramana.”’ 


It may be urged: ‘‘ Though the contradicting knowledge 
may have its nature of cognition not dependent on another, 
still it could render another invalid only if it is itself cognised 
as not being contradicted, not otherwise,—this also is not a 
fault, for ‘The contradicting knowledge is the determination of 
the thing being otherwise, and that being a pramana_ which 

: is independent sets aside the previous cognition. Even here a 
: . contradiction may be suspected at times, and that also is set aside 
by another in the case Of a person who entertains a doubt 
from the beginning. If in the case of this cognition on further 
examination there arises another contradicting cognition, then 
the middle one would be contradicted and this would ‘mean 
that the first js pramana. If even on proper investigation 
being done with ease there is not another cognition contradicting 
the contradicting cognition, on account of the absence of the 
source, then the first cognition would all the more strongly 
be refuted by it as it is faultless, so by it the validity of it 
only would be set aside. Thus the inquirer would not have 
to go beyond three knowledges; and a contradiction not 
arising, there should pot be again the suspicion of contradicting 
cognition,’ ( ). To wit, this entire text repudiates the 
‘contradiction of svatah-pramanya, as also anavastha on account 
of there not being the need fer more than three knowledges 
for the inquirer’—But both these have been urged in the other 
view by the aforesaid method. Whatever other condemnation 
there is in the pirva—paksa with regard to paratah—pramanya, 
that is refuted by non—acceptance of what is urged and so 
is not condemned it every step by stating it. 





[ Absence of pramanya in the prerana—buddhi ]—-Prerana-— 
buddhi (knowledge brought about by stimulative statement) 
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does not have validity, as the perception manifesting the 
instrument has—by virtue of samyada {consistency)——as this is 
absent in its case; nor on the strength of the determination 
of the litga which is invariably concomitant with it, as in the 
case of inference, due to its arising from its own probandum. 
Moreover, this attempt of the opponent to establish svatah- 
pramanya is for the establishing of the validity of the mind 
(1.e. buddhi, cognition).which has prerana@ as its source: and 
according to his theory not only is the validity of the knowledge 
produced by injunctory statement not established, but it is 
determined as being invalid. It is thus: knowledge which is 
produced by defective causes is not valid, as for example, 
knowledge arising from eyes, etc. affected by. the disease of 
timira and the like; and knowledge arising from the sentence 
‘One must perform Agnihotra ’ is knowledge produced by the 
prerana-vakya which is possessed of faults, thus there is the 
apprehension of what is contradictory to the cause (of validity). 
And the reason is not asiddha; in the opponent’s view there 
is the absence of a speaker having excellences in the case of 
the prerana, so the fact of being produced by defects which 
are not set aside by his excellences is established in the case 
of knowledge arising from the prerana. | 


It may be urged : This fault might be there if it were accepted 
that the faults coming in the way of validity are set aside by 
the excellences of the speaker; whereas, as a matter of fact, 
the non-presence of defects which are devoid of a substratum 
even on account of the absence of a speaker is what is 
accepted. It is said, ‘It is true that in word the rise of defect 
is dependent on the speaker; and its absence is at times due 

to the speaker being one who has excellences: Owing to his 
excellences, defects would not possibly find access to word, 
or owing to the absence of the speaker, the defects being 
devoid of a substratum would not te there.’--(Sly, 2.62-63). 


The answer to this is that this would be so if the 
apauruseyatva (that the Veda has io author) were proved by 
some pramana; but this is not established, as the pramana 
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establishing this will be repudiated. Hence also even this should 
not be urged: “There in the case of the Veda, the assertion 
of freedom from reproach is very easy to put forward, because 
there is no speaker, and for this reason there cannot even 
be a suspicion of the Veda being apramana.” (Sly. 2.68) 


Therefore since the Opponent does not accept a speaker 
having excellences and since apauruseyatva is not possible the 
reason ‘ being produced by defects which are not set aside’ is 
established in the case of cetas (mind, buddhi, cognition) arising 
from prerana; and the invariable concomitance of « being 
produced by defects’ and ‘invalidity’ being determined in the 
case of erroneous Cognition elsewhere, the hety ( probans ) 
Cannot be viruddha (contrary) or anaikantika (inconclusive). 
By reason of this, absence of pramanyo is established’ in 
“spect of knowledge arising from prerana 


NOTES 

1 Tatha hi dosebhyo sunanam abhavas tad-abhavat praman yadvayasattvena’- 
Pramanyam autsargikam Asta iti bruvato na vaktram vakribhavati. 

—STT, 1. p. 10. 


2 Kiri ca, ‘pauruseyatve. prerana-vacaso gunavat-purusa—pranita-laukika- 
vakyesu tattvena Niscitarm pramanyam Sunasraya-purusa—pranitatva- 
Vyavrttya tat tatra Na syat. tatha ca— 

“preranajanita buddhih pramanam dosavarjitaih; 
| karangir janyamgnatval linga’’ ptoka’ksabuddhivat.”? 
(Slv. 2, 184) ity ayam sloka evam pathitavyah- 
“preranajanita buddhir aprama gunavarjitaih; 
karanair janyamanatvad alinga” ptokta buddhivat.??—SST, 1, ph Pl 


3 Prerana-janita buddhir na pramanam na ca’prama, 
gunadosavinirmukta-karanebhyah samudbhavat.— 
ity evam api praktanah skah pathitavyah.—SST, 1, p. 11 


4 Ata eva yatha— 
“dosah santi na santiti pauruseyesu cintyate; 
vede kartur abhavat tu dosa”gankaiva nasti nah. 
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(similar to Slv. 2. 68) ity ayarm. gloka evar pathitas tathaivam api 
pathaniyah— | 

gunah santi na santjti pauruseyesu cintyate; 

vede kartur abhavat tu guna’’sankaiva nasti nah.—STT, 1, p. 11 
Atha svarapavisesakaryo yathavyavasthitartha—paricchedah iti nati- 
prasangas tarhi sa svarapa—viseso vaktavyah—kim apurvartha-vijpjanatvam, 
uta nigcitatvam, ahosvid badha-rahitatvam, uta svid adusta-kqarana- 
rabdhatvam, kim va samvaditvam itii—STT, 1, p. 12. 


6 Tad uktam— 


“tad-drstav eva drstesu samvit-samarthyabhavinah; 
smaranad abhilasena vvavaharah pravartate.” iti—STT, 1, p. 16 


7 Tad uktam— 





‘“Arthasyasambhave’bhavat pratyakse’pi pramanata; 
pratibaddha-svabhavasya taddhetutve samam dvayam”’. iti. 
7 —STT, 1, p. 17. 
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